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INTRODUCTION 


Much need not be said here in regard to tbe personal history of the 
two authors — regarding their (a) date, (6) lesidence, (e) contact and 
relation wj-th other writers, as all this has been dealt with in great detail 
in the excellent Foreword attached to Vol. I of the Sanskrit Text From 
this we learn that our Authors — who were Master and Pupil — (n) lived 
between 705 and 764 A D , — (6) they were residents of Magadha m North 
India, from where they went over to Thibet 

There are some points in connection with the third point (c) Among 
the other writers referred to in the work, ive have the name ‘ Sahantabhadra ’ 
occurring twice in the Text (pages 606 and 608) , while the name given 
in the Foreword is 1 Sahghabhadra’ , and the pages referred to therein are 
aHo the same — 506 and 508 Which of the tw o is the correct form of the 
name t ‘ Sanghabhadra' would appear to be so, — because we know what 
‘ Sangha ’ is, while we do not know' what 'Sahanta' is In the body of 
tbe Translation, however, we have retained the form 'Sahantabhadra', 
because it was felt that the same misprint, if it is a misprint, could not 
appear twice, and in such close proximity too It is interesting to note 
that 1 Samantabhadra ’ is one of the names of the Buddha Himself men- 
tioned m the Armrdkosa 


Another interesting point regarding this third point (c) is that while 
the authors deal with, name and make large quotations from, the works 
of Shabara and Rumania, they do not seem even to know Prabhakara-, 
and yet Prabhakara flourished about the same time as Rumania, if not 
earlier, and his views are really deserting of notice The reason for this 
perhaps lay m the fact that Prabhakara does not materially deviate from 
Shabara, while Rumania does deviate from him, and in his attempt to 
revive the ‘Astika-patha’, he renders himself open to direct attack 
irom the other quarter. 

The list of authors provided in the Foreword does not contain the 
Vatsi Pntra’, and yet the Author devotes Texts 336-349 to the 
Jmolahmg of the Pudgala-phdosophy of this writer, whois described as 

known so ■ ~ par f nt y 116 re P reaents a distirtct sect among Buddhists 
taown « - Vatsipuinya ' ‘Pudgala’ appears to figure very largely in 
the presentation of this philosophy. 8 7 

'Phiihv-T d VI 6 TeXt alS ° Pr(mdes 118 « account of the 

hL a coLir r iWie PP ^Vm-LIH); wherein we 
a c “ ted aoe ount of most of the important topics 
For aU this the reader is referred to the said volume 
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INTRODT70T70K 


Here we are going to put together what details we have gleaned 
fioin the Text, m course of the translating 

Though the above-mentioned Foreword has supplied us with an 
exhaustive list of Authors referred to and named in the Tattva-sangraha 
and its commentary, one fails to find there the name of Tayin who is 
named, and quoted from, in the Commentary on p 12 of the Text,— 
and again m Shantaraksita’s text itself in Verse 1788 One wonders if 
Tayin ’ is a title of one of the writers already mentioned in the Foreword 
From Text 3320, it would seem as if ‘ Taym ’ were only another name for 
Buddka Himself, as Taym is here spoken of as ‘Sarvavit’, ' omniscient’, 
which epithet oan apply to the Buddha only ,— this same identification 
is indicated also m Texts 3368, 3498, 3501 (which again speaks of Taym 
as ‘omniscient’) where the commentary definitely says — 'Tdymo bud- 
dhasya’, ‘of Taym the Buddha’ 

Under Text 1565, we have a simple explanation of the generally 
accepted principle that a JZ'ftrnrtf? ’STra, the Cognition apprehending 
what has been already apprehended by another Cognition, is not 
Pramdna, — not a valid Cognition The reason provided is that such 
Cogmtion cannot be the UTUyrau — the most efficient instrument of 
the Apprehension, which has already been brought about by another 
Instrument, in the shape of the previous Cogmtion, hence the later 
Cognition cannot be regarded as. vuufiC'ir, UUTU, which name can 
be applied only to what is the Uttt — the — of the Pramd, 

Apprehension 

I have often felt,— as VijnanabhJksu also felt — that there was deep 
kinship between ‘Vedanta’ and ‘Buddhist Idealism’, — the only difference 
of importance being that while the Buddhist Idealist regarded Jnana, 
like everything else, to be momentary, though real — more real, at any 
rate, than the External World, — the Vedanta regarded Juana, — at least, 
the Highest Jnana, ‘Consciousness’, which is the same as ‘Soul’, the 
highest Self, to be the only Reality — and permanent We have been 
inclined to regard this as an achievement of the Great Shankaracharya, 
who succeeded thus in reconciling Hinduism and Buddhism and thus 
helping the fusion of the two — It seems however that this feature of the 
‘Vedanta’, this stressing of the eternahty of ‘ Jnana’, at any rate, was 
older than Shankaracharya ,— if we admit the date usually assigned to 
this great writer For Sh&ntarak$ita in Text Ho 328 et seg , in dealing 
with the philosophers whom he calls , 

declares (m Texts 330-331) that the defect in the philosophy of these is 
slight, consisting only m their regarding all Jnana as ‘one and eternal’ 

3 K& I So, if Shankaracharya came after the 

seventh century, be can be credited only with having emphasised this 
idea and thereby led to the fusion of the two Philosophies or Religions. 
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This belief is further strengthened by a reference to the Brahmnsiddhi of 
Mandana Mishra, — winch is believed to be anteiioi to Shankaraeharya. 

Under Text 348 we note another parallelism between the Buddhist 
and Vedanta ways of dealing with the ‘Soul’ Wc know that, in the 
last resort, the Vedantin has recourse to the idea of 
the ‘Soul’ being one of the Inexplicable, things We 

find the same idea expressed by Shantamknta and Ins commentator 
under Text 348 The question having been put — “ If no such thing as the 
Pudgala exists then how was it that when asked if the .lira was different 
from or the same as, the Body, the Blessed Lord only vouchsafed the 
answer that ‘this matter has not been explained’, why did not He say 
straight away tliac ‘there was no such tiling as the Jit a, Soul, apart 
from the Body’ 2 ' — The only answer given by Shdniaraksita is that die 
intention of the Compassionate One was the denial of KditiLya (1 e the 
view that denies the other world and other Regions), and to this end 
he adopted various methods’ — So that according to tins also the Soul 
is something that has ‘nos been explained’, is ‘inexplicable’, ■aifkaarel-? 

Onp 16, line? we find mentioned a Kavya of the name of Slidhnrana ; 
the poet’s name is not given. 

Under Texts 2671-2673 we have a comparison drawn between the 
Mlmamsaka’s and the Buddhist’s idea of Pralaya, Dissolution. According 
to the former. Dissolution consists in the destruction of particular 
countries and of particular families or peoples , and there is no such tiling 
as Umiersal Dissolution - there is no evidence for any such Dissolution, 
while according to the Buddhist, there is an ‘undeniable Destruction 
affecting even Brahma and others, which affects the Yeda also; so that 
Dissolution consists in ‘‘the withdrawal of the energy of Fire, Water and 
Air emending horizontally over the TnsShasra-Mahasahasra («), down- 
wa s to the lowest limits of the atmospheric air, and upwards to 

aho" St Sta§eS ° f Dhj5m ’ ' tdU ° h aff6CtS BraJ,m Mld other b emgs 


mn T eXt ^^Peaks of the Pdrasikas as perceiving nothing wrong m the 
, gti 0 their mother Doe s this mean ‘Widow-marriage’ -or 
2807 ■'“ h * «*<•• •» 

« diT 25 “* h .' V fe “S '"" 4 th *‘ by the Mime, 

, ,h i, p r io *' D “» “■ «. 



X 


INTRODUCTION. 


The two important technical terms of Buddhist phiiosophv 
‘ Pratisanlhydmrodha ’ and * Apratisankhydnirodlia ’ have been variously 
understood The commonly-accepted view is that these terms stand for 
‘Conscious’ and ‘Unconscious Destruction’ Texts 2748-2740 bring out 
the other explanation They say — “The two Nirodhas are not regarded 
as being of the nature of Destruction, because ‘Piatisankhyd-ntrodhn is 
regarded as ‘Dissociation, one after the other, from Impurities — brought 
about by Wisdom’, while Apt atisanlhyd-nirodha is that winch serves ns 
an absolute bar to the appearance of Impurities”, and this latter, 
adds the commentary, is due not to IF i sdom, but to the inefficiency of the 
causes productive of the Impurities 

Text 2945 speaks of Mimdmsakas as ‘Prdchi/a’ (or Piochya), docs 
this stand for ‘Easterner’* And does that indicate that htimamsS had 
its origin in the count! v to the East of Kalanda, w here Shnntaiaknia 
is believed to have taught * This would fit m with common belief that .1 
thousand years ago, the small land of Mithila was able to bring togetlici 
mne-hvndred Mimamsakas at any ordinary gathenng of Pandits 

The commentary on Text 3018 tells us of the juice of the Dtonn 
flower as curing jaundice, when dropped mto the eyes 
Text 3480 has accepted the definition of Dharma as 

faf*T 

Texts 3511-3512 tell us of a ShaUid (Rescensional Text) of the 
Veda, — known as ‘Nunitla’ which speaks of‘ Bhagavan-Mnnisatlamah , 
the ‘Blessed Lord, the Best of Sages ’—explained by the eommontmv 
as Shahja Mvm, — as being 'sarvajna ’, ‘omniscient’ 


When I was asked to undertake the translation of the Tattvamngraha 
and its commentary, I agreed to do it, with some trepidation, becauso I 
have had no direct knowledge of the tenets of Buddhist philosophy, 
and I am fully conscious of the need of ‘direct teaching 

from the Teacher's mouth’, m all important matters— A careful study 
of tho Sanskrit Introduction attached to tho Text, however, gave mo 
valuable information and as I proceeded with tho work, the way became 
gradually smoothenod, and I was enabled to complete tho work 

The work is rather disappointing, it is purely and almost entirely 
polemical, its avowed aim being the demolition of all views contrary to 
tho tenets of orthodox Buddhism, -the doctrmaire part of which isncatly 
-though not at all clearly-set forth in the six opening verses of the 


I cannot conclude this without thanking Dr Bcnoy tosh Blmtfnclmrya 
the talented D.rcclor of the Orients! Institute, for help rendered of 



rNTHODUOTION. 


XI 


various kinds, — and also the Baptist Mission Press who have earned 
through the printing with their usual efficiency. 

‘MmnLA’, GANGANATHA JHA. 

Allahabad, 

July 16, 1938 
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CHAPTER XIX. 

Other Forms and Means of Knowledge. 

(A) 

, Verbal Cognition 
COlntEN'EARY. 

The Author now proceeds to show that there are only two Means or Forms 
of Knowledge, by refuting the various theories regarding their number — 
The Opponent (of the Buddhist) urges the following objection . — 


TEXT (1487) 

“ Inasmuch as there are other Means or Forms of Knowledge, in 

THE SHAPE OE VERBAL COGNITION AND OTHERS, — WHY HAS THE 
DEFINITION OF ONLY TWO SUCH MEANS BEEN PROVIDED * ” 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Opponent means to do by this is (1) to point out that the 
definition provided is ‘ too narrow ’, and (2) to indicate that what has been 
assorted (under Text 3) regarding Truth ‘ being ascertained by the two Means 
or Forms of Knowledge ’ is futile 

The answer to this is provided in the following — 


TEXT (1488) 

The reply to this is as follows -—In fact, there cannot be any 
form of Cognition except the two (already described) ; 
because all the others that have been postulated 
either do not possess the character of the 
* Form 03? S' 1 ®™ Cognition or are included 
IN these two —(1488) 


COMMENTARY. 


' Included m these 
described 


ie m the two Forms of Cognition already 
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TATTVASANORAItA CHATTER XIX 


W l ,nt m memit '» nH follow » — -Tlio characteristic of Valid Knowledge 
w thnt it hIiouW be in ronfonniix with the real state of things , nnd tins la 
not present lit nil in mix of tlw> others thul lms e been postulated , ovory case 
whore tins clmructcm-tic: ih present, i« included m the said two, nnd hence 
the others linse not been described Kuparntelj — (I 486 ) 

The Author now protends to show him the other so called ‘Means or 
Forms of Isnowledge are no/ real Moans or Forms of Knowledge — or how, if 
tliej are real Means or Forms of Cognition, tho> arc included under the two 
postulated bv the Duddlust 

The additional Means or Forms of Knowledge posited bv others ore the 
following — (1) Verbal Cognition, (2) Analogical Cognition, (3) Presumption, 
(1) Negation, (5) Itntioeinntixo Cognition, ((>) Non-apprehension, (7) Pro- 
bnhilitx, (8) Tradition nnd (d) Intuition 

Aa regards Verbal Cognition, the Author sn\n ns follows — 

TEXTS (14811-1401) 

Othpr pfopll havf pi.clarfu ‘ VrnnAL Cognition ’ to be “that 

KNOVLF.DCSF OF IMPFUCEPTIBLE THINGS WHICH IS DF.RIAED FROM 

Words ’’ , — ami [Tin v I’Hotinr thf followtng account of it], 

— “ That Coomtiox is dfrivfd nto.u (a) the Etfrxae Sentence 

AND FROM (b) THE SenTFVCL t TTFRFD R\ V TRUSTWORTHY PERSON — 

This cannot rf * Sf\ se-pfrcfttion because the object appre- 
hended RY IT IS BEYOND THE REACH OF THE SENSES NOR CAN 

it be ' Inference ', because it is devoid of the characteristic 

FEATURES OF INFERENCE , — UNTIE THE SUBJECT (MINOR TERM) Is 

DEFINITELY KNOWN TO BE POSSESSED OF THE PROBANDUM AND 

ALSO OF THE PrOBANS, IT CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A CASE OF 

‘ Inference ' of that Subject -(1489-1401) 

COMMENTARY 

Shabara-svdmin (in his MimSmsS-bhafya on 1 15) lias provided the 
following definition of Verbal 'Cognition — “That cognition of things not 
within roach of tho senses which proceeds from the cognition of words is 
called Verbal ” , which means tliat tho Specific Individuality of the word 
having been apprehended, tho cognition that follows after that, in regard 
to things beyond the reach of the Senses, is called Verbal Cognition, because 
it is deni ed from words 

" Tins Verbal Cognition is of two kinds — (1) Proceeding from words not 
emanating from human beings, nnd (2) Proceeding from the words of trust- 
w orthy persons — -This cognition is different from Sense-perception, because 
tho objoct apprehended by it is beyond the reach of the senses — Nor is it 
Inference , os it is devoid of the ‘ three features ’ For instance, the object 
of Inferential Cognition is the Subject (Minor Term) which is qualified by 
the character that is sought to be proved (1 e the Probandum), — not merely 
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the Subject by itself, nor the character by itself , and until the Probans is 
definitely known as having the same character and as appertaining to the 
same Subject, — the Inference cannot proceed That is to say, until the 
presence of the Probans in the Subject is definitely cognised with certainty, 
there can be no Inference " — (1489-1481) 


Question — Why cannot tlus condition of the definite cognition of the 
Probans m the Subject be fulfilled in the case in question 1 
Answer — 


TEXT (1492) 

“ In the case in question (i e in Verbal Cognition) that which 
would be regarded as the Subject forms the object cognised 

ITSELF , AND UNLESS THIS IS COGNISED, THERE CAN EE 
NO IDEA OF ANY CHARACTER (PROBANS) BE- 
LONGING TO IT.’’ — (1492) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ 111 the case of Verbal Cognition, anything, m the shape of the Tree nnd 
such things,— that maybe assumed to be the Subject ,— forms the object cognised 
itself ; as that is what is expressed by the word That is to say, m tlus 
case, the Subject itself— and not the Subject as qualified by the Probandum,— 
is the object cognised , and so long as the said Subject has not been definitely 
cognised, how can there be any definite cognition of anv character a<= belong- 
ing to it 1 ”—(1492) ' 6 


TEXT (1493) 

“And if the Subject has already been cognised, prior to the 
recognition of the Probans in the Subject (i e the Minor 
Premiss)— then what is the use of knowing that 
the Probans subsists in it and so forth, by 
Y ntTUE of which the cognition could be 
regarded as Inference 2 ” (1493) 


COMMENTARY. 

the ZTvrZl fu att« *“? ' the recognition of 
would be fujr t,!! t0 obtam the recognition of this latter 

cognition of the Subject 8 hence T/that hi Wh ° l6 attempt 18 to seoure 
use m trying to know- of been uogmsed, what would be the 

J g lm ° W of the P resMlce of the Probans in the Subject ? ” 
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TATTVA5ANGBA1IA CHAPTER six. 


What has boon stated is on tlio bnsis of taking it for granted that what 
the opponent lias averted is true As n matter of fact, tlio Word is not a 
property of any such Subject ns tlio Tree , ns it ib always found in the plnco 
where tlio Speaker is — (1403) 


If Jins been shown that (in tlio case of Verbal Cognition), there can be 
no subsistence in the Subject (i 0 tlio Minor Premiss) , the following To\t 
shows that there is no possibility of concomitance (botween tlio Probnns and 
the Probnndum, ns expressed m the Major Premiss) — 


TEXT (1494) 

“Nob can mr concomitance o> run Word with rnr object Inferred 

(PbORANDUM) BE ASCntTATNTD , Till' CONCOMITANCE OF ALL 
THINGS IS RECOGNISED ONLY BY THEIR rUNCTION- 

1NO ”—(1494) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Ascertained * — recognised with certainty 
‘ By their functioning — i e In existence, by being present 
Wlint is mennt is that it is only wlint exists tlint can be concomitant, 
not what does not exist — (1404) 

The same idea is further elucidated — 


TEXT (1495) 

41 It is only when the Eire exists whenever thebe is Smoke that 

ITS CONCOMITANCE IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED In THE CASE IN 
QUESTION HO WEVE R, THERE IS NO SUCH CERTAIN IDEA 
AS THAT 4 THE THING SPOKEN OF exists WHER- 
EVER the Word EXISTS ’ ” — (1495) 

COMMENTARY. 

" It is because of the well-recognised fact that 4 wherever there is smoke 
there must be Firo ’ that Fire is said to be concomitant with smoke ; there is 
however no such concomitance between the Word and the Thing (spoken 
of) ”—(1495) 

Question — Why is there no such concomuance t 
Answer — 
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TEXTS (1496-1497). 

“ It DOES NOT EXIST AT THE PLACE (WHERE THE WORD IS) , NOB AT THE 
TIME.— IF IT BE URGED THAT THE REQUIRED CONCOMITANCE 
WOULD BE THERE IN VIEW OF THE ETERNALITE AND THE 
ALL-FERVASIVE CHARACTER (OF THE WORD) ”, — THEN 
[THE ANSWER IS THAT] THAT WOULD BE SO "WITH 
ALL WORDS , AND FOR THAT SAME REASON THE 
CONCOMITANCE BEING PERCEIVED IN ALL 
CASES, THERE WOULD BE NO IDEA OF 

the negative concomitance at all , 

AND IT WOULD THUS BE POSSIBLE 
FOR ALL WORDS TO PROVIDE 
THE COGNITION OF ALL 

THINGS ”—(1496-1497) 


COMMENTARY. 

"The Thing (spoken, of) does not exist at the place that is occupied by 
the Word , for instance, the word • Dates ’ is heard m one place— the city of 
Pafalyputra for instance,— and yet the thing,— the dates themselves— do not 
exist there Nor again is the Thing necessarily present at the time that the 
word is present , for instance, the word ‘ Ditipa ’ is present (uttered) now, 
while the person of that name lived long ago , and while the word ‘ Maha- 

sammata ' is present now, what it denotes is to come m future Under the 

circumstances, how can there be concomitance between words and the things 
denoted by them 1 6 

“ T* 16 lowing might be urged— ‘ Words are eternal and as such exist 
at all tunes , so that things denoted by them cannot exist at a time other 
than that of the Word , nor can they exist at a place other than that occupied 
by the words, as being all-pervadmg in character, words are present at all 
places Thus, by reason of their eternal, ty and allpervamve character, there 
would be concomitance between the Words and the Things denoted by them ■ 

, 1 „ be s °t thsn ’ such ^maluy and all-pervasivenees belong to all 

words equally, and hence it should not be the ease that particular words 

“ a * »*“ - ** *>* -» « 

;r:- ■ *• — 

■ • - - — — - 


loiw? 1 ” 1 ""* “* o» Oppo,™ a, „„ „ 
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TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER XIX 


TEXT (1498) 

“ Thus the Verbal Cognition is not-Inference — because it is 

devoid of the three Features , — like Sense-perception , — 

AS is SHOWN BY the absence of an object hie that ” 

—(1498) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The Proposition of his Reasoning is — ‘ The Verbal Cognition is rtol- 
Infcrence , ’ — * because it is devoid of the three features ’ is the statement of 
the Probans (Minor Premiss) , — * hie Sense-perception ' is the Corroborative 
Instance — And 'as is shown by the absence of an object like that’ is said 
m support of the Minor Premiss ; what is meant by this is that the object 
of the Inference brought about by the Inferential Indicative like Smole is 
the Subject as endowed with the particular property (Probandnm), — and 
any such object is absent in the ease of Verbal Cognition ” — (1498) 

Says the Opponent — ‘ Not having the Three-features, Verbal Cognition 
may not be Inference, but how can it be regarded as Valid or Right 
Cognition ’ ? 

The answer is as follows — 


TEXT (1499) 

“ Inasmuch as the words speaking of the Agmhotra and other 

THINGS BRING ABOUT UNSHAXEABLE COGNITIONS, — THE 

character of being Right Cognition cannot be 
DENTED TO THEM ” — (1499) 


- COMMENTARY 

The cognition is ‘ unshakeable ’ by reason of its being free from doubt 
and error, that is, it is Sight Cognition because there is no Right Cognition 
sublating it ; just in the same way as Sense-perception is Right Cognition 
Says Shdbara-tnamin (in his Bhasya on Su 1 1 5)— “The cognition 
derived from the statement ‘ Desiring Heaven one should offer the Agmhotra ’ 
is not a doubtful one,— it leaves us in no doubt as to whether Heaven 
is to be attained or not and when this is cognised with certainty, it cannot 
be wrong , it is only when the cognition after having come about, becomes 
sublated by the subsequent idea that ‘ it is not so that it can be called wrong 
cognition ,— the cognition in question however is never, at any time or at 
any place, found to be otherwise hence it must be true As regards the 
assertion of the common people, -if it comes from a trusted person, or if 
it pertains to what is actually perceived by the Senses, then it is certainly 
true , if, on the other band, it emanates from an untrustworthy person, or it 
relates to something beyond the reach of the Senses.-then having its source 
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m a human being, it cannot bo regarded as right ; because such a tiling cannot 
be rightly known by human beings by themselves ” — (1409) 

In the following Text, the author proceeds to show that, tho definition 
of Verbal Cognition propounded in Text 1 489, as ‘ Hint Cognition w hicli is 
derived from the eternal sentence — is open to tho charge of being ‘ im- 
possible ’ — 

TEXT (1500) 

As REGARDS THE ' ETERNAL SENTENCE ’, ITS POSSIBILITY AND EXPRES- 
SIVENESS (USEFULNESS) ARE BOTH IMPROBABLE ; HENCE THE 
FIBST DEFINITION OF ‘ VERBAL COGNITION ’ IS AN 
' IMPOSSIBLE ’ ONE — (1500) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no possibility of there being an 1 eternal sentence becauso it 
has been established that all tilings are m perpetual flux , also because of the 
reasons that are going to be adduced 

Even if such * eternal Sentence 1 were possible, it could not convey a mean- 
ing (and serve any useful purpose). 

Hence the statement that — -‘ ' Through the eternal Sentence imperceptible 
things become known 1 -—is impossible ; hence the proposed definition is an 
‘ impossible ’ one —(1500) 


Question — “ Why can there be no eternal Sentence ? ” 
Answer — 


TEXT (1501) 

The Sentence may be 'capable’ or 'incapable'; in either case, 

as THE CHARACTER WOULD BE ALWAYS THERE, THE COGNITION 

RESULTING therefrom would come about (always) ; 

OR IT WOULD NOT COME ABOUT AT ALL. — (1501) 


COMMENTARY. 

coambon^™ 5 Sen !Tr’ “ By 136 bringing about the 

inCapab!e at t,mes » these two alternatives are possible 
f nnet , casfi ’ as the said * capabihty ’ would be always there the 

formulated^ 1 f When'^'t }^ 6 Th “ argum8ttfc ma y 

unobstructed it mliat i tiung has lts opacity to produce something 

causal conditions -the Oft** ^ t>Ung ’“ aE for exain P le - the final 
cognition unobst^cted at ^ ^ to produCe verbal 

very nature of the th.no- n 6 ’ 1161508 41113 13 a - ReasoQ based upon the 

Z:T p ^ t m 0r « “ a I be f “ ated as efiect 

the sprout whoJ te P^ 804 con * tl °n must come about,— e g. 

sprout, whose cause (m the shape of the seed, the soil and the re^S 
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moisture) is preseat m its perfect couditioa , — the Cogmtioa resultiag from 

the eternal Seatence has its cause always preseat m its perfect coaditioa , 

heace this is a Reason based upon the very nature of the thing 

Under the other alternative — that the eternal Sentence is incapable 
(of bringing about cognition),— as the said * incapability ’ would be there 

always, any cogmtioa resulting from it would never come about at all, 

just like the sprout whose cause is imperfect — (1501) 

Question — “ Why cannot the eternal Sentence convey a meaning (and 
serve a useful purpose) ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (1502-1503) 

Just as Hatred, Delusion, etc are known to be sources or error, 
so are Compassion, Wisdom, etc known to be sources 
op Truthfulness Where, then, there is no Person 
as the source, these two also cannot be there 
Consequently the Sentence that does not 

EMANATE PROM A PERSON MUST BE INEX- 
PRESSIVE (useless) — (1502-1503) 

COMMENTARY 

A verbal cognition can serve a useful purpose in two ways either bv 
representing things as they are, or bv representing things as they are not , — 
no thud way is possible , — the use of both these kinds of Cognition have 
their source m good and bad qualities, as ascertained by positive and negative 
concomitance For instance, the man who is beset with Love, Hatred and 
other bad qualities is found to sav thmgs that are not true, while one who is 
endowed with Compassion and other good qualities is found to sav what is 
true , — the receptacle of both these qualities — good and bad — which are the 
sources of truth and falsehood, — is alwaj s a Person , — hence where there is 
no Person, there can be no good or bad qualities , — and when the good and 
bad qualities are not there, there can be no Truth or Falsehood , — and as 
there is no third alternative possible, the statement that does not emanate 
from a Person can serve no purpose at all , as the cause is not there , and 
when the cause is not there, there can be no effect , if it were, it would be 
causeless , and m that case there could be no restriction of Place, Time, etc 
in regard to such effects 

This argument is to be taken as a Reducho ad absurdum , otherwise, if 
it were meant to be really true, then it would be contrary to perceptible 
facts ; because such sentences as ‘ One desiring Heaven should offer the 
Agmhotra ’ are actually found to convey a definite meaning , and what is 
actually perceived cannot be denied 

Further, the fact that the sentence is eternal is not admitted by both 
parties ; hence the Reason is ‘ Inadmissible ’ 
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Stated in the form of a Beductio ad Absurdum, both the ■arguments are 
flawless For instance, if the Veda is hold to bo ‘ w itliout a Personal Author 
tlien it must bo meaningless (and useless) , as the basis of expressiveness, 
m the shape of the Reason, is not there , and yet, it is not meaningless , 
— hence it must have a Personal Author , — this is the contmgenc; that is 
shown by the Beductio ad Absmdum ' — (1502-1503) 


In order to further support tins Beductio ad Absurdum, and to refute 
the charge of being contrary to a perceived fact, — the author anticipates 
and answers an objection — 


TEXTS (1504-1507) 

If IT BE URGED THAT — “ A CERTAIN MEANING IS ACTUALLY COMPREHENDED 

from Words, hence they cannot be inexpressive or useless 

— THEN (THE ANSWER IS THAT) SUCH COMPREHENSION CAN ONLY 
BE DERIVED FROM EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED , AND IN THE MATTER 
OF EXPLANATIONS, it is found that the expounder is free to 
EXPLAIN THINGS AS HE LIKES — It MIGHT BE ARGUED THAT — “ THE 

Word, by its very nature, has the potency to denote well- 
established things ” — In that oase, its meaning would be 
comprehended also by one who has no knowledge of the 
convention (bearing upon the Word and its denotation) 
Further, the Lamp, which is illuminative by its very nature, 
DOES NOT NEED A CONVENTION (IN ILLUMINING THINGS) LASTLY, 
AS THERE IS ANOTHER CONVENTION ALSO (BEARING UPON THE SAME 
Word), there could be no comprehension of that other thing 
from that same word Even though there be a Convention, 
the Lamp cannot manifest Odour, Taste, etc— Nor can any 
such Potency (of words) be recognised —(1504-1507) 


COMMENTARY. 

and hfl IT- 16 E 11 be ra e ed that — “ words cannot be inexpressive 
nd hence the conclusion of the Buddhist is contrary to a perceivedfact ” 

from tlie Veda * ,, worasj , and it never come 

Mimammka and others haJTh ^ I Conventlon :For instance, th 

Veda m accordant ^ fonnd to eX P ound meaning of th 

natural denotation of words^Tbe dll d^ lt . 0annOt be n S ht a “ 
or words to be dependent upon the whim of man 
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The following might be urged-- The man does not expound a new 
meaning through his whim , he explains that same natural meaning of words 

'' 1WS bee >l ‘here all along So that your conclusion is clearly contrary 
to this perceived fact ” ' 


If that is so, and if tho potency to express well-established things is 
a ieady there m the Veda by its very nature,— tlien it should be possible 
or that meaning of the Veda to be comprehended by that man also who is 
ignorant of tho Conventions 


Says the Opponent — “ The Veda becomes a means of expressing things 
only through the holp of the Conventions, — not independently bv itself ” 
That cannot be right The Lamp and such things winch are by their 
nature endow ed with the potency to illumine things, do not need any Conven- 
tions If this were not so, then, through positive and negative concomitance, 
the potency to express things would have to be attributed to those Conven- 
tions, not to any natural relationship (beta een the word and its meaning) 
Then again, the comprehension of the meaning may follow from the Veda 
as helped by Conventions , even so, the view of the opponent would be defec- 
tive Tins is what is shown by the words — 1 As there is another Convention , 
etc etc ’ -The Conventions set up by the author of the Nirukta are dif- 
ferent from those set up by the Mimamsaka , and as there is this other Conven- 
tion, — this latter could not bnng about the comprehension of any meaning 
other than that indicated by itself , for the Lamp never illumines what cannot 
bo illuminated by it— such, for instance, as Odour, Taste and so forth^-witto, 
the help of Conventions 

Even granting that, on the ground of the other Convention, the Word 
may be applicable to (and lead to the comprehension of) another thing, — 
no validity could attach to the cognition thus brought about — This is what 
is meant by the words — ‘ Nor can any such potency be recognised ’ — If 
through the speaker’s whim, a word be actually applied to another thing 
(m another sense), — then, there would be confusion, and it would not be 
possible to ascertain the exact expressive Potency of the word , how then 
could it be possible to derive from it the cognition of the intended meaning I 
Or, the w-ords of the text maybe explained m another w T av — -The 
natural expressiveness of the word may be either restricted to one thing, 
or applied to several things , — only these two alternative views are possible 
If it is restricted to one tiling, then the objection (to the Opponent’s view) 
is that — ‘ As there is another Convention, etc etc ’ — If the second alternative 
is accepted then — ‘ no such potency can be recognised — i e on account of 
confusion 

This has been thus declared — ‘ If words are restricted to one thing, then 
there could be no comprehension of any other thing (from it) , if they are 
related to several things, -then there is possibility of the contradictory things 
being expressed ’ — (1504-1507) 


Having thus proved that the first definition (provided under 1489) of 
Verbal Cognition is impossible,— the Author proceeds to sum up his argument 
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and show the * inadmissibility ’ of the Probans put up by the Opponent, 
(under 1499) to the effect that ‘it brings about unshnkcable cognitions 


TEXTS (1508-1509). 

Thus, inasmuch as thebe can be no cognition of the meaning (of 
the Veda),— how can there be any 1 un shake ability ’ in that 
cognition ! It could be possible only on the basis 
of Conventions , and in this, it v> ould not be 

DIFFERENT FROM THE WORDS OF HUMAN BEINGS. 

In fact, fersons well-versed in the science 
of Reasoning do not recognise any 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO. — 

It CAN BE * UNSHAKEABLE ’ ONLY 
for the Shroinyas who are 
ignorant of the ways of 
Reasoning — (1508-1509) 


COMMENTARY 


I! the Yeda is not the work of a human author, then, as shown above, 
there can be no comprehension of its meaning , how then could the cognition 
brought about by it be * unshakeable ’ t The meaning that is actually found 
to be comprehended from the words of the Veda must be one based upon 
Conventions, as has been shown above, under Text 1504 Hence it can only 
be through Conventions Specially because the words of the Veda do not 
differ from the words of human beings , that is, they do not differ from human 
assertions 

Why this is so is explained in the words — ‘ In fact, persons well-versed, 
etc etc ’ 

* Between these two — i e between words in the Veda and words 
emanating from men — In every way the words can be brought about by 
men, and hence the Vedic words cannot differ from the words of men. 

It can he, etc etc ’ — In this the Author ridicules the Shratnyas 
{Mimamsakas) — (1508-1509) 


The second form of Verbal Cognition put forward by the other party m 
Text 1489, is that brought about ‘by words uttered by a Trustworthy 
Person’. In this definition, the Author detects the defect of ‘Im- 
possibility 1 — 
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TEXT (1510). 

Because the ‘Trustworthy Person’ is not admitted, therefore 
the second definition also of Verbal Cognition is not 
proper — Even if such a person were regarded 
as possible, that a certain person is such 

A ONE CANNOT BE ASCERTAINED 

—(1510) 

COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, the Mimamsahas do not admit of a Person ‘ free 
from defects ’ , hence no ‘ Trustworthy Person ’ can be admitted by them ; 
how then could the word of such a person be valid (Right, Reliable) v 
* Na ksamarn ’ — is not proper ; i e it is * Impossible ’ 

Even if the ' Trustworthy Person ’ be admitted, lt.could never be exactly 
pointed out that ‘ this person ’ is trustworthy , hence he would be as good as 
non-existent Then again, because there is no valid means of ascertaining 
whether or not there are certain bad or good qualities in a certain person, 
because such qualities are beyond the reach of the senses,— specially because 
as for the bodily and verbal behaviour of men, they are sometimes purposely 
misrepresented,— therefore how could any reliance be placed upon the word of 
such men ? Because people with limited vision cannot properly discriminate 
among men 


TEXTS (1511-1512) 

If it be urged that — “ that person is regarded as Trustworthy 
in regard to imperceptible things, whose assertions are 

FOUND TO BE TRUE IN MOST CASES ”, — THEN (THE ANSWER 
IS THAT) T HE MERE FACT OF one’s ASSERTION BEING 
not true in some individual case, cannot prove 
THAT HIS ASSERTIONS ABE NEVER TRUE , NOR 
CAN THE FACT OF ITS BEING true IN ONE 
CASE PROVE THAT ALL HIS ASSERTIONS 
are true — (1511-1512) 


COMMENTARY 

The following might be urged—" Even though a man may not be entirely 

are true, then such a person is regarded by us "trash* ■ ^ 

any person ‘^e from Verbal Cognition (provided 

worthy person that is meant in the d . ^po^ble ’ ” 

by us) Hence the definition is not open to the clmr 8 6 s ^ { d 
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follow that all Ins assertions are true , becnuso it is nh\ a> s possible that some 
assertion may be untrue. If it were not so, then tlie definition would bo 
false— (1511-1512) 

Having thus proved that both definitions of Verbal Cognition nro 
defective, the Author points out objections to Verbal Cognition in general — 


TEXTS (1513-1514) 

What is the connection between Words and External Objects, 

BY EXPRESSING WHICH LATTER THE WORDS WOULD BE ‘ TREE ’ 

(valid) b — T he connection between them cannot be 
of the nature of being the same in essence , — because 

THEY ARE APPREHENDED BY DIFFERENT SENSE- 
ORGANS, AND FOR OTHER REASONS NOR CAN 
THE CONNECTION BETWEEN THEM BE 
that of one being produced from the 
other , because this is not true 
Nor is there any other con- 
nection possible which 
could be true — 

(1513-1514) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, between Words and External Things, there is no 
such relation as that of sameness or of being produced , — by virtue of u hich 
relation, the words expressing such things would be regarded as true For 
instance, the relation of sameness is not possible between them,— because of 
such reasons as their being apprehended by different sense-organs ; i e words 
are apprehended by a sense-organ which is different from that by winch the 
hmgs are apprehended ; for instance, word is apprehended by the Auditory 
organ, while thmgs are apprehended by the Visual and other organs— By 
other reasons' are included deferences of Time, Place, Appearance, Causes. 
Kumania has argued as follows :-“The argument that, « one thing is 

organs” JTt^n? 1 ,T ^ “* a P preheoded * ^rent sense- 
Cleans , n not Conclusive , because m a ease where the same colour ,s seen 

y several persons, the Colour will have to be regarded as different, because 

t «* apprehended by different sense-organs It might be argued that ‘all 

SZTth Ig rT aPPr6h ? dmS thS C ° l0Ur beJon g to -w* universal « Eye ' 

i h “r iS . reaHy : p9roeived by a —w ■ m L; 

* Sense-organ • tafs on^T^ sens e-organs, yet the Universal 

and henceflmvn J if j 7 0uld he P erceived % the same sense-organ, 
regarded as ° r ® gardeci as one - For these reasons thmgs have to be 

regarded as same or different, according as their cognitions are same or 
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different,— and not according to the sameness or diversity of the sense-organs 
concerned ” 

The actual words of Rumania are as follows — “ That winch 18 cognised 
by more sense organs than ono does not (on that account) become diverse , 
for, if it were so, then any nnd even object would have to be regarded as 
di\ erse on the ground of its being cognised by the sense organs located in the 
bodies of different persons —If it be urged that 1 in this ease the sense-organs 
of all persons would be of tho same category or class, and os such, in a way, 
identical , then we could have the same in the other case also, the class 
‘sense organ’ being one nnd tho same The class ‘Being’ also is not 
regarded as diverse, ea on though it is perceived by diverse sense-organs,— 
because it is always recognmed as the same” (ShlolaiSrtila—Seiise- 
perception, 156-157 ) 

This however is not right Even when the difference is based upon the 
diSerence of cognitions, what has been urged remains equally applicable to 
what is meant to be proved (by the Opponent) For instance, in regard to 
the case m quostion also, the following might be said — That the difference 
among things is due to the difference in cognitions is not true (conclusive) , 
for instance, when several persons perceive Colour, there is diversity of cogni- 
tions, — nnd y et the Colour is not diverse , if one-ness (sameness of the Sense- 
organs) is assumed on tho basis of tho eyes of all persons belonging to the 
same class ‘ Eyo ’, then the same sameness may be attributed to Colour, 
Taste nnd other tlungs also, because even though these Cognitions arediverse, 
yet they all belong to the one clast ‘ Cognition ’ , and this would be a direct 
contradiction of tho assertion that ‘ Colour, etc cannot be regarded as one,,, 
— because their cognitions are different’ (found in Shlolavartiia — Sense- 
perception, 158) 

Thus the aaswer provided (by Rumania) is of the nature of a ‘ Futile 
Bejoinder ’ 

If it bo urged that — “ Just as, even when there is difference m the 
Specific Individualities, there are certain characteristics upon the differ- 
ence or non-difference of which people regard things as different or non- 
different, and treat them as the basis of conceiving of things as one or diverse , 
this is what we mean by' the difference and non-difference of cognitions”, — 
all this would be equally' applicable to the case of Sense-organs also So 
enough of this 

‘ Kor can the connection, etc etc ’ , — that is, the relation between Words 
and Tlungs expressed by them cannot be that of being produced by them ; 
as tins would be not true , because even when the Thing is not there, the Word 
may' be there, through the mere wish of the speaker 

Nor is there any other kmd of inseparability between the two, except that 
of Cause and Effect , if any’ such were postulated, it would lead to absurdity 
From all tlus we conclude that the Word cannot serve as a valid 
means of cognition of the thing spoken of by it — (1513-1514) 

Says the Opponent — “ If that is so, then how is it that it has been 
declared (by’ a Buddhist writer) that — ‘ Verbal Cognition is not a distinct 
fonn of Cognition, because it proceeds from Inference , just as the Inference, 
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based upon the character of being a product, is drawn bv one for his own 
benefit, so the word also denotes things only through the negation of 
others ’ 5 ” 

Anticipating tins objection, the Author proceeds to show in what way 
Verbal Cognition is meant to be included under Inference ■ — 


TEXT (1515). 

Prom all Verbal Statements there follows Inference of the 
‘ desire to speak ’ (i e Intention, on the part of the 

SPEAKER) , THIS (INTENTION) IS DEFINITELY KNOWN 
TO BE THE CAUSE (SOURCE) OF THE WORDS 
THROUGH DIRECT PERCEPTION AND 

Non-apprehension —(1515) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ All words ’ — i e all those that are regarded as emanating from human 
beings 

This * Desire to Speak’ or * Intention ’ is inferred from the Verbal state- 
ments, because they are the effects of that Desire,— and not because 
it is expressed (or denoted) by it That the said Desire is the cause of the 
Verbal Statement is ascertained from the fact that there is positive and 
negative concomitance (between them) 

When it was said (by the Buddhist wnter) that 1 the word also denotes 
things only as the negation of others what was meant by ‘ denoting ’ was 
only indicating, making known , that is, the explanation provided of that 
passage is as follows -Just like the Probans 1 Because ,t is a product ’, 
it manifests (indicates) a thing by means of the negation or exclusion of 
other things. This has to be so understood , otherwise, the instance * like 
the Probans Because it is a product ’ would be one devoid of the Probandum • 
because there can be no denoting of 1 being a product’ , as the denoting is a 
property or function of words , so that, if actual denoting were meant, then 
the statement of the Reason m the form 1 because it denotes things through 
the negation of others would be ' Too Specific ’ (hence Inconclusive) _(isi5) 

th„ 't* ^ P ° nent Even m re S ard t0 «*• Wien (Desire to Spcal) 

to Speak' (Intention! fa 8 ™? th ° C06Iutl011 of “f particular ‘Desire 
in to oase“an l’ a t’ * "f 5 ° lt ™ uld true , as 

understood in the sense in "which r & lmStake ’ a sta tement IB not always 
could it he the means of bri „ ** “ tended b ^' the speaker Nor 

Speak’ (or ’Intention ’)m D e« g ^l° b0Ut **“ oosmilon of the ’Desire to 
The cognition of mere ^ b9cause 6uoh a cogmtion would be useless. 

purpo^Tc tXac^TeiSr 6 

can be obtained.” ’ n ° aeSmte cognition of its meamng 
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Anticipating this objection in the following Text (1516), the Author 
asserts (m Text 1517) the fact of the Verbal Expression being an efficient 
Means of bringing about the cognition of the particular ‘ Desire to Speak ’ — 

TEXTS (1516-1517) 

“ In the case op the Man under an Illusion, a verbal statement 

IS POUND WHICH IS QUITE DIFFERENT PROM WHAT THE MAN ‘ DESIRED 
TO SAY ’ , SO ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ DESIRE TO SPEAK ’ 171 

general , hence the Verbal statement cannot function (to- 
wards BRINGING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF ANY DESIRE TO SPEAK) ” , 
— IF THIS IS URGED, — (THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT) THERE IS CLEAR 
DISTINCTION BETWEEN WORDS USED BY THE MAN UNDER AN ILLU- 
SION AND THOSE USED BY ONE WHO IS NOT UNDER AN ILLUSION 

Clever men are quite able to discern this difference through 
the Context and such other circumstances — (1516-1517) 

COMMENTAKY 

It must be admitted that there is difference between words used by the 
deluded person and those used by the person not so deluded , otherwise, a 
difference in the causes would make no difference m their effects This dif- 
ference clever men are quite able to discern, through the Context and other 
circumstances 

‘ Pralrta ' stands for the Context in which the words are used 
‘ And other circumstances ’ this includes the freedom from confusion, 
happy facial expression and so forth — (1516-1517) 

Question “Why should there be a distinction among the words at 

all ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXTS (1518-1519) 

Difference among Words is due to difference among their causes 

I F there are people who do not notice this difference, 

the fault is theirs, not of the Indicative — Otherwise, 

THE FACT OF MERE SUSpected SMOKE NOT HAVING FOR 

onoe brought about the true notion of Fire, 

MIGHT LEAD TO THE CONCLUSION THAT EVEN WHEN 

cognised w i th certainty. Smoke cannot be 
a true Indicative of Fire — (1518-1519) 

COMMENTARY 

That is to say, the difference is due to the difference m the Causes 
Consequently, when the effect has been duly pondered over, it is never 
found to be non-concomitant with its Cause , so that the Worddoes become 
the means of knowing the particular ‘Intention of the Spoaker ’ 
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1! some people however aro unable to porceivo any difforonco in tho 
words that appear as indicatives (of tho meaning), — tho fault lies w itli tlioso 
people themselves, — not with the Indicative (word) Bccauso tho Indication 
does not indicate the meaning by its more presence, — it doos so only when 
it is duty ascertained Hence the fault lies with tho person addressed. 

If it were not so, then, if in a oase where tlio presonco of Smoke has 
been merely suspected in what was really only vapour, — and hence Iator on 
it is found that the Fire indicated by it is not there, and it has failed to 
indicate the true Fire, — it may lead one to tho conclusion that oven m cases 
where the Smoke has been duly cognised with certainty, it would not bo 
indicative of the True Fire 

Further, when the entire fabric of verbal usage is regarded ns illusory, 
being dependent solely upon mere semblances, — like tho idea of ‘ Tw o Moons ' 
that the man of defective vision lias, — hew could the charge of bomg invalid 
be brought, on the basis of falsity only, against the notion of tho particular 
' Intention of the Speaker ’ ? Specially when real validity is not attributed 
to the idea of that particular 1 Intention Tins has been thus declared— 
‘When Verbal Cognition wms declared to be Inferential, it was with a view 
to its mdicativeness being dependent upon Convention, and not with a view 
to the real truth ’ — (1618-1519) 

The following Text shows that words can be the Means of Cognising ‘ the 
Speaker’s Intention ’ m general also . — 


xiSXT (1520) 

In the case of those words also, there is no incongruity in the 
Inference of the simple ‘ Desire to Speak ’ , because it 

IS ALWAYS THERE FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISH- 
ING THE FACT OF ITS BEING PRODUCED BY THE 

Speaker s Breath and so forth 

—1520 


COMMENTARY 

iy ' r™», 

because U is alwa^hle _ 6 1 * ‘ Iatentlon to S P e “k ’ ,- 

It might be argued T ^ ^ 

presence of such a Person — +h that — ‘ through the mere 

instructions issue forth at ’ n 0Ug l tlla1i of the Chmtdmam gem, — 
indicate that j there .s no snllTu ° f ““ * appear to 

may be falsity (ln such assertions)” " ^ ““ ‘ d63lr6 to Speak ’>* there 

‘desMte^eak ^ ^ als ° the 1Iufc ial oause 1"» m the 

of the 

person has thoroughly got ud^ ™ edltatlons Fot mstance, when a 
2 ® 7 SOt Up a •****■ it so happens that even when 
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3us thoughts aro turned towards other things, he can go on repeating (auto- 
matically) words and portions of verses of that text An d it cannot be said 
that the initial cause of such utterances does not he in some previous efforts 
put forth by the man, — because, if it were not so, then, even on perceiving 
(misconceiving) smoke, m the vapour issuing from the cowherd’s pot (and 
finding it ns not truly indicating the Fire), one might regard the real Smoke 
also to be fallible ns an indicative of real Fire 

From all this it follows that in all cases, there is no fallibility in the 
Indicative at all, — when due consideration is given to the Effect, the Indica- 
tive, the Time, the Place and other details, — and hence it is always present 
Nor can the Inference (of the ‘ desire to speak ’) be regarded as useless , 
as it serves to prove the fact of the utterance being due to the breath of the 
Speaker and so forth. 

The phrase ‘ and so forth ’ includes such conditions as the presence of 
defects (which can exist only m the Speaker, whose desire is inferred from the 
verbal statement) — (1520) 

Says the Opponent — ■“ We grant that words can serve as the means 
of cognising the 1 Desire to Speak * , but what ib the Minor Term , what the 
Probandum , — what too the well-known relation between them, — by virtue 
of which the Verbal Statement can be regarded as a full-fledged Three- 
featured Inference, — and not a distinct Means of Cognition by itself J ” 
Answer — ' 


TEXTS (1521-1522). 

— - ' 

When the * Desire to Speak ’ is the thing to be inferred, the 

PRESENCE OF THE THREE FEATURES IS QUITE CLEAR , — THE 

Man is the Minor Term,, wherein the presence of the 
Desire is the Probandum, which is proved by its effect 

IN THE SHAPE OF THE VERBAL STATEMENT (PROBANS) 

For example (the form of the Inference 
would be) — this Man is cognised as having 
had the Desire to Speak of theTree, 

because he has uttered the 

1 WORD 1 TREE V — JUST AS I HAD 
DONE UNDER PREVIOUS 
CIRCUMSTANCES — 

(1521-1522) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Man is the Minor Term,— where he is actually seen ,— the desire to 
speak is the Probandum ,— the relation consists of occurring in the same 
« chain as shown before —Where, however, the speaker ib not visible, the 
Place would be the Minor Term,— and the man with the said desire would be 
the Probandum , because the place also is one of the causes of the Word, 
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as is clear from the tact that the Word that is heard m places like the 
mountain-cave is different from that heard elsewhere — (1521-1522) 


TEXTS (1523-1525) 

Thus then, in cases where the other party have denied the pre- 
sence of the Three Features, — we do not regard the Verbal 
Statement to be a Means of Cognition — In cases, however, 

WHERE THE PRESENCE OF THE THREE FEATURES IS ADMITTED 
BY THEM, THE FACT OF ITS BEING ‘ ThREE-FEATURED ’ IS QUITE 
CLEAR — WHBRE THE 1 DESIRE TO SPEAK ’ IS TO BE PROVED, IT HAS, 
BEEN SHOWN THAT THE THREE FEATURES ARE PRESENT — SUCH 
BEING THE CASE, THE Word, IS AS GOOD A MEANS OF INFERENCE AS 
THE Smoke, — BECAUSE IT IS EQUIPPED WITH THE THREE" FEATURES, 
AND BECAUSE ITS OBJECTIVE IS OF THAT SAME KIND — (1523-1525) 

COMMENTARY 

' Thus then, m cases, etc etc ’—This means that, when the other party 
puts forward the reason ‘ because it is devoid of the Three Features ’ as agamBt 
the idea of Verbal Cognition being inferential, in the sense of being something 
external,— his argument is superfluous , (as we also do not admit that). 

In cases however, etc. etc ’ — This shows that the reason put forward by 
the other party is inadmissible, if it is urged against the inference of the 
Desire to Speak, because m regard to that, it has been shown that all the 
three features are dearly present.— (1523-1625) 


End of Chapter XIX {4). 



CHAPTER XIX 


Section (B) 

Analogical Cognition 

COMMENTARY. 

With regard' to Analogical Cognition, the Author declares as follows — , 

TEXTS (1526-1527) 

‘ What sort of an animal is the Gavaya 7 ’ — on being thus questioned 

BY PEOPLE LIVING IN THE CITY, THE FORESTER MAKES THE 
STATEMENT ‘ AS THE COW SO IS THE Gavaya ’ IT IS THIS 

that is known as Upamana (Analogy) — According to 
Shabara’s view however this is not outside the 
scope of ‘ Word ’ (Verbal Statement), hence 
it has been described in another way 
[Shlo ~YS — DpamSna, 1-2 ] — 

(1526-1527) 

COMMENTARY. 

On being asked — ‘ What sort of an animal is the Gavaya * ’ — The man 
makes the statement — * the Gavaya is like the Cow ’ , it is this Verbal State- 
ment that is known as ’ XJpamdna ’, * Analogy ’, among the older Naiyayilas 
[e g Yatsyayana, in his NySyabhasya on Su 1 1 6] 

According to Shabara's view, as stated m his Bbasya (on MI Su 1 1 5), 
the cognition brought about by the said statement would be included under 

* Verbal Cognition and hence the Means of such a Cognition could not be 
regarded as a distinct Means of Cognition (apart from the TFord) , with this m 
•view Analogy has been described by him m a different manner , he says — 

• Upamana — that is, Similitude, — also brings about the cognition of things 
not m contact with the senses , for instance, the sight of the Gavaya brings 
about the remembrance of the Cow ’ * — (1526-1527) 

Thi 3 (Shabara’s) view the author proceeds to expound in the following — 

* On the exact meaning of this passage in the Shabarabhdsya, there is a differ- 
ence of opinion among the Mimamaal.as themselves According to the Bj tin mala, 
the meaning of the words of the Hhasya is that ‘the sight of the Gavaya bungs 
about the Analogical Cognition, that the animal seen is called * Gavaya', to the 
man who, on seemg the Gavaya, has remembered the Cow — Tins is the same as the 
view of Vatsyayana, which has been controverted in the Shlo] avartiba, the 
meaning according to which has been adopted in the translation above 
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TEXTS (1528-1630). 

“ Having seen the Cow, when the man goes to the forest and sees 
the Qavaya, bearing a manifold commonalty (similitude, to 
the Cow) in several farts of the body, but with bounded 

NECK (NOT WITH THE DEWLAP) , — THE FIRST COGNITION THAT 
he has of the Qavaya IS ONE THAT APPREHENDS ONLY ITS 
SHAPE , AND THIS COGNITION IS PURELY perceptional. THE 
COGNITION THAT FOLLOWS IS IN THE MORE DETERMINATE 
FORM — ‘ THE SHAPE OF THIS ANIMAL IS SIMILAR TO THE 
Cow’s ’ , AND THIS ALSO COMES ABOUT ONLY WHEN 
THE 0 DERATION OF THE SENSES IS THERE , SO THAT 

this also is regarded to be perceptional ” 
-(1528-1530) 

COMMENTARY 

Having seen, the Cow previously, the man, later on, goes to the forest 
and sees the Gdixiya,- -of what sort 9 — bearing a manifold commonalty m 
several parts of the body, — i e he thinks that many parts of its body are 
similar, — but with a rounded necl,—i e without the dewlap (which ib the 
distinctive feature of the Cow ), — then the first cognition that appears is of the 
non-conceptual (non -determinate) kind, winch apprehends only the general 
shape of the Gavayn , and this Cognition is pure Perception — That cognition 
also which appears later on, — m the form ‘ tins animal is similar to the 
Cow '—which is more specifically conceptual,— is also pure Perception , as 
it is brought about by the operation of the senses — (1528-1530) 


The following might be urged against the above — ‘ The cognition that 
appears is through Remembrance, as envisaging the similarity,— -and not 
through the operation of the senses ’ — 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1531) 

' Th ° ugh SA1D Cognition appears on the remembrance of the 
Cow,— yet, ON account of subsisting in the Gavaya, rmm.n 
is proximity (of the similarity, to the Senses), and 
henor it would be within reach of the 
SENSES ”—(1531) 


COMMENTARY. 


follows after thfi 8 !?™ 6 thS Said cogrutlorL apprehending the similarity 
tollows after the Remembrance (of the Cow), yet, because as residing m the 
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Gavaya, it would be m proximity {to the senses), the similarity would be 
within reach of the senses 

Sanmdhi * stands for the character of being in proximity 
' Gavayaelhatvat ’ — is the reason for its being regarded as in proximity , 
the sense being that — because the similarity resides m the Gavaya, therefore 
it is m proximity to the senses — (1531) 

Objection — ‘ Similarity resides in two things , how then can it be 
perceived in the Gavaya alone (the other thing, the Cow, not being before 
the eyes) ? ’ 

Answer — 


TEXT (1532). 

“Like the Universal, similarity resides nr its entirety in each 

MEMBER , BECAUSE EVEN WHEN THE CO-RELATIVE IS 
NOT PERCEIVED, THE SIMILARITY IS ACTUALLY 
PERCEIVED ” — (1532) 

COMMENTARY 

The term * sdmanyavat ’, means that it is like the Universal 
Even though similarity lies between two members, yet, like the 
Universal, it resides in its entirety in each member , it is for this reason that 
even when the co-relative, m the shape of the Cow (m the case m question) 
is not perceived, the similarity is actually perceived in the other member 
(Gavaya) which is before the eyes — (1532) 

The following might be urged — ‘ I! similarity were an entity by itself, 
then it could be perceived , as a matter of fact, however, it is not admitted 
that it is an entity by itself ’ 

Answer — 

TEXT (1533) 

" The fact of Similarity being an entity cannot be denied , because 

IT ACTUALLY EXISTS IN the FORM OF THE PRESENCE IN A THING 
OF ONE KIND OF SEVERAL PARTS SIMILAR TO THOSE IN 

that of another kind ” [Shlokavdrtika — 

Upamana, 18 ] — (1533) 

COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, Similarity is a relationship in the shape of the 
Inherence, m a particular individual, of many parts— m the shape of the 
Horns and others, as existing u the Cow, — in the particular Individual, the 
Gavaya ,— and a Relationship is not something entirely diSerent from the 
Relatives , for, if it were, then there might be the possibility of there being no 
cognition of the Relationship at all# 
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The qualifying term is ‘ m a thing of another kind’, because the pre- 
sence of all common features m 'things of the same kind ib not regarded as 
similarity — (1633) 

The following Text shows the real form of Analogical Cognition (according 
to Shabara ) — 


TEXT (1634) 

“ Under the said cirodmstances, the Cognition that appears in 
the poem, ‘The Cow is similar to, : this animal', is what is 
called Analogical Cognition ” — (1534) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The Cow is similar to this animal that is now seen by me — tins cogm - 
tion appears m regard to the Cote which is not before the observer (not 
within reach of his senses) , — and this cognition is what is called ‘ Analogical 
Cognition which thus is a Means or Form of Cognition 

The following Text shows the object that is apprehended by the said 
Analogical Cognition — 


TEXT (1536). 

“ Thus that which is remembered, and which is qualified by the 
(perceived) similarity, is the object that is apprehended 
by Analogical Cognition Or, the object of the said 
Cognition may consist op the Similarity 
itself as subsisting in that (remem- 
bered) thing [Shh Fd — 

Upamdna, 37 ] — (1535) 


UUMMENTARY 

Eecause Analogical Cognition is as described above, therefore the Cow 

ir, e "lrt re ^ T** " qUaU6ed by the of the Oalya 

S ? P “ ded by that C °S ratl0n ~° r may be the S,Z- 

tanty itself as subsisting in the Cow —(1635) 

also become” the ” °f gmSBd by Sense-perception,— the Cow 

apprSeXVwL^l: w the * 18 left b * ^wn,_ 

Answer § — ^ ogy would become the Means of Cognition’ ? 
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TEXT (1536) 

“SIMILARITY HA’STOG BEEN APPREHENDED BY SENSE-PERCEPTION,— 
AND THE COW HAVING BEEN REMEMBERED, —THE TWO TOGETHER 
(I E THE COW QUALIFIED BY SIMILARITY) ARE NOT COGNIS- 
ABLE BY ANY other Means of Cognition , 

HENCE HEREIN LIES THE FUNCTIONING 
of Analogy as a Means of 
Cognition ” — (1536) 

COMMENTARY 

Though the similarity has become cognised by Sense-perception, and th 
Cow also lias been remembered, yet, the eogmtion of the Cow as qualified b 
the Similarity has not been cogniBed by any other Sense-perception or Remem- 
brance Honco m the bringing about of this Cognition lies the operation of 
Analogy as a Means of Cognition —(1536) 

An example is cited, to illustrate this — 


TEXT (1537) 

“ [T 0 ® instance, in the case of the well-known Inference of 
Fire from Smoke] though the Place is perceived by Sense- 
perception, and the Pike (in the kitchen) is 
remembered, — yet the cognition of the two 

TOGETHER (i E THE PlRE AND THE 

Place in the Hill), does not 
cease to be Inferential ” 

—(1537) 

' COMMENTARY 

For instance, when the Plaoe, — the Minor Term — is directly perceived, — 
and the Fire is cognised by Remembrance,- -yet, when the resultant Inference 
of the place as qualified by Fire appears, — it does not lose its character of 
the Means of Cognition , in fact it remains a Means of Right Cognition The 
same should be the case with Analogical Cognition also — (1537) 



other forms and means 01 KNOWLEDGE 
The Answer to this is ns fol ova . 






TEXTS (1338-1540) 


* (a) Analogical Cognition cannot be regarded as Sw WJ*"’ 
-because it is enttrelv devoid or the functioning ok the 
senses (6) Nor can it re regarded as Inference, m.w . 

THE “THREE-FEATURES ' ARE NOT THERE , FOR INSTANCE, 

these is no Pbobass here (which subsist in tub 
Subject) , and the similarity of THE Cow (To 
THE Oavaya) HAS NOT BEEN PREVIOUSLY COG- 
NISED AS SUBSISTING IN THE SuBJrCT ; 


and the similarity that is perceived 
in the Oavaya cannot bring 
about the inference or 
the Cow ” — (1538-1540) 


COMMENTARY 

It cannot bo nght to regard the cognition in question ns Perception, 
because it is not brought about by the contact of the sensos 

Nor can it be regarded as Inference , as the ‘ Three Features ’ are absent 
For instance, what would be the ' property ot the Subject i o the Probans ? — 
the similarity ’ — or the Oavaya that is seen ? Tf the similarity wore taken 
to be the Probans, would it be the similarity in the Cow ? — or that m the 
Oavaya 1 These are the only two alternatives possible — Now tho similarity 
residing m such cognisable things as the Cow and the liko cannot servo as 
the Probans, because, prior to the perception of the Oavaya, that similarity 
has not been apprehended , and what has not been apprehended cannot 
serve as the Probans , if it did, it would lead to absurdities — 1 Then it is the 
Similarity residing in the Oavaya that could serve as the Probans, because 
this similarity is apprehended when the Oavaya is seen ’ — The answer to 
that is that what is perceived m the Oavaya cannot bring about the Inference of 
the Com , as there is no co-ordination between them , just as there is none 
between the Coin and the Waclness (perceived elsewhere). — (1639-1540) 


Says the Opponent : — After the Oavaya has been perceived, the simt- 
anty residing in the Cow becomes apprehended, and then that similarity 
will serve as the required Probans 

The Answer to that is as follows •— 
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TEXT (1541) 

“ The similarity residing in the Cow cannot serve as the Probans, 

AS IT FORMS A PART OF THE PROPOSITION ITSELF THE Oavaya 
ALSO CANNOT SERVE AS THE PrOBAXS INDICATIVE OF 
THE Cow, AS IT HAS NO CONNECTION WITH 

THE Cow ” — (1541) 

COMMENTARY 

Inasmuch as Similarity is the object Inferred, it cannot Berve as the 
Probans 

“ In that case, the Oavaya would be the Probans ’’ 

Here also, the Oavaya cannot serve as the Probans, for want of co- 
ordination — (1543) 


Says the Opponent— Then Analogical Cognition may not be a talid 
form of cognition at all 
Answer — 


TEXT (1542) 

“ The cognition in question cannot be regarded as not a form of 
Right Cognition , because it makes known what is not 
already known , for instance, before the per- 
ception of the Gavaya, ITS similarity (in 
THE Cow) HAS NOT BEEN APPREHENDED 
AT ALL ”—(1542) 


COMMENTARY 

That is, before the perception of the Gavaya, there has been no appre- 
hension of the Coiv us qualified by smelly to the Gavaya, consequently, as 

SU »»»■ * b °“* ‘ h ’ "®“T ’t^L i 

right that it should be regarded as a valid Means of Cogmt n — ( 

The above [Miwdmsaka) view of Analog, cal Cognition is refuted m the 
following Texts — 
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TEXTS (1543-1546) 


As THERE IS NO OBJECT THAT COULD BE COGNISED BY THIS MEANS, IT 

cannot be regarded as a Means of Cognition — It might be urged 

THAT — “ THERE IS THE CONNECTION OF THE MANIFOLD COMMONALTY 

of component parts, which is what is cognised ” — But commonalty 

ITSELF HAYING BEEN REJECTED, HOW COULD THERE BE ANY JWMM- 

foldness in regard to it * How too could there be any 

‘ CONNECTION ’ WITH SUCH MANIFOLD ‘ COMMONALTY ’ * [SAYS THE 

Opponent] — “ There is a Means of Cognition which brings 
about the Cognition of such commonalty, in the form qf the 
Inference that — Commonalty is an entity and is apprehended 
by Sense-perception, because it is cognisable as something 
other than Negation, — like the Unique entity” — [The answer 
to this follows in the following Text 1545 ]— (1543-1545) 


COMMENTARY. 


Analogy cannot be a Means of Cognition, because there is nothing that 
ir cognised by means of it,— and hence it is like any Means other than the six 
(that are accepted by the Mlmamsdka) 

But there is similarity, consisting in the presence of the manifold 
commonalty of component parts, -which is cognised by its means , hence 
the Reason adduced (by the Buddhist) is ' inadmissible ’ ” 

It IS not so ; m course of our examination of Commonalty (Universal), 

Lrfn°,T‘Tr ' ea beea re 3 eote<i - then can there be any ‘maru- 
foldness of Commonalties ’ ? Nor ,s connection of Commonalties possible 
Hence our Reason cannot be said to be * Inadmissible • 

estaSrr: 8 ? ght hf T g6d Ther6 w a Means of °ogmtion which 
^ Hence your Reason remains 

is an entity » -and ‘if a ”* l Co 8“ tlOD 18 as follows-' The Commonalty 

two ProSsi^Z thf w apprehensible by Sense-perception ’, -these are the 

sable, other than Negation^" ' b0OaUS6 H 18 somethm S C0 S™- 

Which has a character other tf Say ’ W °°S nisable as something 

w the Corroborative Inst !f n0a ' existeik0e ’ ‘ the unique entity ’ 
‘unique entity ■”_( I5 43 _ lg “ 5 j ® WaB ^ e of things is the 


The answer to the above 


argument is provided in the following— 
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TEXT {1546) 

The Reason (Premiss) here put forward is ‘ not admissible ’ for 

THOSE WHO DECLARE THAT ANYTHING COGNISABLE IN THE FORM 

of ‘ Commonalty ’ (or Universal) falls under the 

CATEGORY OF THE ‘ NON-EXISTENT ’ AND IN THE 
CASE OF THE FORMER OF THE TWO PROBANDA 
(PUT FORTH), THE PREMISS BECOMES PART 

of the Proposition itself — (1546) 


COJ MENTAR Y 

The term.* (irtlia ’ in the compound ‘ Samanyartha’ , stands for ‘what is 
cognisable ’ 

As regards both the Propositions put forward, — the Buddhists hold that 
any such thing as * Commonalty ’ (Universal) can have no character 
(existence) , hence they cannot admit the statement that Commonalty is 
anything other than purely non-existent , so that to that extent, the Probans 
cited is ' inadmissible „ 

As regards the first Proposition,-— that * Commonalty is an entity 
— m that connection, the Reason cited forms part of the Proposition itself , 
for instance, it is only an entity that can be ‘ other than non-existent ; 
because the entity is only the ‘ negation of the' non-BXistent ’ , and it is this 
same that has been put forward, m other words, m the Premiss (Reason) , 
and that same is the Probandum also , thus the Premiss forms part of the 
Proposition — (1516) 


Further, because it is of the nature of Remembrance, therefore, being 
like any other Remembrance, Analogical Cognition cannot be a valid form 
of Cognition The following Texts explain how Analogical Cognition is of 
the nature of Remembrance — 


TEXTS (1547-1540) 

What happens in this case is that there are some parts in the 
Gavaya'a body which bring about cognitions similar to those 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE PARTS OF THE Cow's BODY ,— HENCE WHEN 
THE Gavaya is seen, there follows the Remembrance of the 
parts of the Cow’s body that have been seen befobe repeated- 
ly Ir IS FOR this reason that, there does not arise any idea 
of THE Horse and other animals, through 
but rr does arise when the Gavaya is seen 
there were no such Remembrance, what would be the 

IHFFERENCE (BETWEEN THE CASE OF THE Cma AND THAT OF THE 

Horse) * — (1547-1549) 

COMMENTARY 

In its essence, there is no such thing « S,m ^" l ^^nt thts^e 
that there are some parts in the Gavaya 8 o y ■w 
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conceptual notions as certain parts of the cow’s body , and similarity is not 
any distinct entity, apart from the said parts which give rise to the same 
conceptions , that this is so is clear from the fact that nothing apart from 
these figures in the conception at all Hence what happens is that on the 
perception of the Gavaya, there arises a cognition m regard to tho parts of 
the Goal's body, on account of the repeated perception of those latter m the 
past ; and this cognition that arises is of tho nature of Remembrance , — and 
it is not a distinct cognition apprehending a distinct entity in the shape of 
Similarity — If it were not so, then, m regard to the Horse and other animals 
also, — as the presence of the manifold commonalty of component parts is 
there, — why should not the idea of these other animals appear on the seeing 
of the Gavaya, m the way as it does in regard to the Cow ? There is no 
difference between the two cases, some degree of similarity being present m 
both cases 

' Otherwise ’, — 1 e if the parts of the cow’s body had not been seen 
repeatedly 

In the case of the resultant cognition being of the nature of Remembrance, 
this difficulty does not arise , as the Remembrance appears m regard to that 
same thing which has been repeatedly seen before , as the causes that bring 
about Remembrance are restricted in their scope — ( 1547 - 1549 ) 


The following might be urged — “ Analogical Cognition may bo of the 
nature of Remembrance , but why should Remembrance itself not be regarded 
as a valid form of Cognition ? " 

Answer — 


TEXT (1550) 


Remembrance cannot be a form of valid Cognition, because it 
envisages what is already snow How then could it be 
regarded as a distinct form of Valid Cognition (1550) 


COMMENTARY 


‘ Iyam ’—steads for Remembrance —(1550) 

to is an ectity ’ tha Auth ° r 

Cognition cannot be valid __ g ^ Vlew of the Mimdnvialca, Analogical 
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TEXTS (1551-1553) 

Ob, Similarity may be an entity, residing in the Cow, dike the 
Commonalty (or Universal) , even so, it will have been per- 
ceived in the Cow standing before the person before he 
sees the co-relative ( Qavaya ) , and as such the cognition 
OF the said similarity following upon the seeing of the 
Qavaya cannot escape from being of the nature of Remem- 
brance — [Says the other party] — “ What has been pre- 
viously SEEN IN THE Cow IS SIMILARITY MERELY EXISTING THERE, 
AND IT HAS NOT BEEN DEFINITELY ASCERTAINED THAT IT IS 

similarity to the Qavaya , while this latter is what is appre- 
hended by Analogical Cognition, which, thus, is different 
from Remembrance ” — (1551-1553) 

COMMENTARY 

There may bo a real entity m the shape of Similarity , and it may be 
residing in everything m its entirety — But even bo, when, before seeing 
the Qavaya, the man sees the Cow standing before him, he naturally sees the 
Similarity which is inseparable from the Cow , otherwise the inseparability 
of the two could not be there — And thus, as the subsequent Analogical 
Cognition would be apprehending only what haB been already apprehended, 
it would not be a form of valid Cognition 

The following argument might be urged — “ The Similarity seen pre- 
viously was merely as existing, it was not seen m the form that * this is the 
similarity between this Qavaya and the Cow ’ , while this is the form m which 
the Similarity is apprehended by Analogical Cognition , so that it cannot 
be regarded as being of the nature of Remembrance ” — (1651-1653) 

The answer to this last argument is provided in the following — 


TEXT (1554) 

Even if the Similarity had not been previously apprehended 

UNDER THAT NAME, IT WAS APPREHENDED ALL THE SAME, 

IN ITS OWN FORM, WHICH IS CALLED ITS VERY 
SELF — (1554) 

COMMENTARY 

Even though the Similarity has not been previously apprehended under 
that name,— i e as ‘ Similarity to die Qavaya ',- — i e the animal Oow as similar 
to the Qavaya may not have been apprehended prior to the seeing of the 
Qavaya yet in its own form, it has been already apprehended , that is, that 
which forms its very self — its essence, nature,— has been previonsly appre- 
hended 
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Question — “ What is that own form in w hich it has been apprehended » ” 
Answer — ‘ Which is called its very self' , — 1 e that which is called the 
very self of the Cow , — in that form, which constitutes its nature,— it has 
been already apprehended — (1554) 

Question — “ What if it has been alreads apprehended ’ ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (15S5) 

Mere Name does not constitute the ‘ essence ’ of things , by virtue 

OF WHICH, WHEN IT (THE NaME) HAS NOT BEEN APPREHENDED, 

THE THINGS COULD BE REGARDED AS ‘ NOT KNOWN 
BY PEOPLE WHO KNOW THE TRUE NATURE OP 

the Self — (1555) 

COMMENTARY 

The Name does not form the ‘ essence ’ of things ; so that, even if the 
Name has not been previously known, — if the thing happens to become 
known,— it cannot be said to be * not known ’ Specially for the philosopher 
who holds the view that Sense-perception is of the nature of definitely certain 
Cognition, — it cannot he right to say that the thing, thus known, is not 
known — (1655) 


TEXT (1556) 

If on the strength of the slight element of Valid Cognition 
(found in Analogical Cognition), — it were to be regarded as an 

INDEPENDENT FORM OF COGNITION, — THEN THERE COULD BE 
NO LIMIT TO THE NUMBER OF SUCH INDEPENDENT FORMS 

of Cognition , specially as there are other ways 
IN WHICH SUCH SLIGHT ELEMENTS OF COGNITION 
COULD BE FOUND —(1556) 


COMMENTARY 

found’T a OT V £ the ~“ ere ldea of ‘ bem S sm ^r t» this this slight element, 
, n d ^gmtion,— were to be accepted as the basis for regarding 

there M R° ?* m Co ®‘ utlDn ,— then there would he absurdities, and 

; t0 th6 o nUmber *««• of Valid Cognition such as is 
Analogical ^ Sense -P<*ception, Inference, Verbal Cognition, 

^ ’ PreS,JInpfe0n and Negation are the six means of 

accomplishing what is to be accomplished ’—(1556) 

leadtol^ 1101 *“ Sh ° W the Incon g rm ties that the above would 
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TEXTS (1559-1560). 

When one sees the Gavaya, there appears the notion or its ‘ DIS- 
SIMILARITY ’ TO THE HORSE AND OTHER ANIMALS, WHY CANNOT 
THIS BE A DISTINCT FORM OF COGNITION ? — If IT BE URGED THAT 
“ IT CANNOT BE SO REGARDED BECAUSE IT IS INCLUDED 

under Negation ”, — then, the same might be said 

IN REGARD TO THE NOTIONS OF ' SIMILARITY ’ 

WHICH ALSO ARE INCLUDED UNDER ‘ MUTUAL 

Negation ' — (1559-1560) 


COMMENTARY. 


Then again, on seeing tlie Gavaya, there appears the idea of its similarity 
in the Cow, — and this is regarded as a distinct Form of Cognition ; m the 
same way, when on seeing the Gavaya, there follows the notion of its dis- 
similarity in the Horse, — why cannot tins also be regarded ns a distinct 
Form of Cognition i 

“ lt cannot bo regarded as a distinct Form of Cognition, ns it is included 
under Negation ’’ 

That cannot be right 
“ Why ? ” 


while Negation envisages a 


Because it envisages a positive entity , 
non-entity. 

" Dtsstmilarily is only negation of similarity ; and hence the notion of 
dissimilarity is really included under Negation ” 

■ The same might be said, etc etc ’-That is to say, if the negative character 
o a certain object is sought to be based upon its being subject to Mutual 
Negation, -then the same sort of object is found in the case of the notions 
also, which are regarded as ‘ Analogical Cognition > — (1559- 


Queshon — “ How so » ” 
Answer — 


XJSAT (1561) 

Just as distinction from ■ Similarity ’ is cognised in that case 

SO ALSO IS DISTINCTION FROM * ALL COMMON PARTS ’ 

COGNISED IN THE OTHER CASE ALSO — (1561) 

COMMENTARY 

fram^fneglhonTf) ’> there » perception of diSerence 

of * Similarity ■ ako ther^ ^ 5 “ ths J ame » «» oase of the idea 
the presence of aU C^Zn P^ dlS ° lea '* > fr <™ <- ° negation of) 
just like the notion ^ 

la support of the same, an argument is put forward — 

O 
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TEXT (1562). 

Because that Cognition which appbehends * the presence orts-cntT 

SIMILAR PASTS 3 WOULD ALSO TAIL UNDER 'MUTUAL XEG ACTON ' - 
(OTHERWISE) IT IT WERE THE 'PRESENCE OF aH SIMILAR PARTS ‘ 

THAT IS COGNISED, THEN THERE WOULD BE identify. — (1562) 

C02IMEXTART. 

Yena indicates the reason for what has been asserted above Whet 
is meant is that — because, in the case of the Cognition of SimlarUy, what 
is cognised is the ‘ presence of several similar parts %— end not the ‘ thence 
of all similar parts ’,■ — therefore this is a case of 'Mntnal legation ’.-^-Other- 
wise, if all parts -were similar, then there would be identity,— i e. the Garaaa 
would be the same as the Coie-i-{15G2) 


TEXT (1563). 

SOMB PEOPLE HAVE H lr.t,D THE VIEW THAT — A srr.w BAYING ttfipti mv. 

ANALOGICAL STATEMENT, WHEN ONE SEES THE STMTT.iP OBJECT. 

HE HAS THE COGNITION OF CONNECTION WITH THE 

Xame, — and rr is this that is called 
Analogical Cognition ’ — (1563) 

COaraiEXTARY 

‘ Some people ’ — a e the NaiyaydMs 

They have provided the following definition of Annlogv — “ Analoyj is 
that which accomplishes its purpose through similarity to a known object — 
(Xyayasfifcra 1. 1 6) — -The term ‘ prasiddkasadharmya * mar mean either 
• through similarity to a known object or through well-known similarity ’ , 
— the * object * of which this * similarity ’ is known is the Gavaya , — * through 
tins — i e on the basis of this, — there is ‘ accomplishment ’ — fulfilment — 
of the ' purpose ’ — sue of the relation of Home and Named and this is 
Analogical Cognition.” 

Other people have expressed the same idea in other words, os follows — 
“ Certain impressions having been left on the mind by a previous Verbal 
Cognition, — those impressions bring about a Remembrance, — th,s Remem- 
brance leads to the Cognition oi Similarity, — from which there follows the 
cognition of the relation to a Kerne, — this last cognition is Analogical Cogni- 
tion The ' Verbal Cognition ’ meant here is that derived from the analogical 

statement — e g ‘ the Gavaya is like the Cow — this produces an Impression, 
a faculty m the 2£md, — this Impression brings about the remembrance of 
the said analogical statement, on the occasion of seeing the Gavaya in the 

present; on the basis of this Remembrance, there follows a notion of 

Similarity. — ‘ SamaUya ’ is 'Name, i o the word this Xame is related to 
the object ,— and the cognition of this Relation is what constitutes Analogical 
Cognition.” 
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This is exactly the same idea (that lias been set forth m the Nyayu- 
sutra quoted above) — (1563) 

The above view of Analogical Cognition is refuted in the following— 

TEXTS (1564-1565) 

If the perfect idea of the relation to the Name is there at the time 

OF THE HEARING OF THE ANALOGICAL STATEMENT, THEN THE 

resultant Analogical Cognition apprehends what has 

BEEN ALREADY APPREHENDED , AND AS SUCH, IT CANNOT 

have the character of a Means of Valid Cog- 
nition ; BECAUSE, LIKE REMEMBRANCE, THIS 

Analogy also is devoid of the true 

CHARACTER OF THE ' * INSTRUMENT ’ 

(and Pramana is an Instru- 
ment, a Means, of Cog- 
nition) — (1664-1565) 

COMMENTARY. 

At the time that the statement of analogy is heard, the idea of the 
relation of Nome and Named is already there , — if the same idea appears 
again subsequently, it apprehends what has been already apprehended 
before, and hence — like Remembrance — cannot be a valid cognition 

It might be urged ihat — “ It may apprehend what is already appre- 
hended, and yet it may be a Means of valid cognition , what would be the 
incongruity in that ’ ” 

The answer to this is — ‘ It is devoid of, etc etc ' — That is, the * true 
character of Instrument ’ consists in being the most effective cause, — and a 
cause is most effective only when it tends to bring about what has not been 
already brought about — (1564-1565) 

The following might be urged — “ There has been no previous idea of the 
xelatiou of the Name at all , hence the Reason ‘ because it apprehends what 
is already apprehended’ is not admissible ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1566) 

IF THE IDEA HAS NOT BEEN THERE, THEN, HOW IS IT THAT THE MAN 
HAS THE NOTION THAT 'THIS IS THE OBJECT whose 

Name I had heard before ’ « — (1566) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the cognition of the relation of the Name had not been there, then 
there could have been no such cognition, later on, as that ‘ this is the Gavaya 
whose name I had heard before ’ — (1566) 

A further argument to the same effect is stated : — 
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TEXT (1567) 

If a jus has sever heard or the same coscersed, then, os seeing 
the Gaiaya, he would sever be able to have the tu fa that 
‘I HAD HEARD THE NAME OF THIS ANIMAL 5 — (1567) 


COMMENTARY. 

Avicldhalarna has asserted as follows — “Of the Name, the Ulan has a 
general (vague) notion through Verbal Cognition, — and it is the definite idea 
of it that is brought about by Analogy ” 

This new is set forth in the following — 


TEXT (1568) 

" Whes ose has heard the analogical statement, and perceives 

THE SIMILARITY, HE COGNISES THE RELATION (OF THE Name) 

IS COSSECTIOS WITH THE PARTICULAR 
OBJECT ” — (1568) 

COMMENTARY 

/ 

The word e upayuktopa, etc. etc 5 — is one who has heard the statement 
of analogy — (15G8) 

The same idea is further expounded — 


TEXT (1569) 

“ Through Verbal Assertion, the man cognises the Relation in 

A GENERAL WAY , AND THROUGH ANALOGY HE COGNISES IT AS 
PERTAINING TO A PARTICULAR OBJECT ” — (1569) 

COMMENTARY 

1 PaHiciilar object 5 — i e the Qataya 

The answer to the above is provided by the following— 
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TEXT (1570) 

When the Relation of the Name has been cognised in connection 
with one thing, it is not fossible to recognise it in 
connection with another THING , AS IT WOULD 
lead to incongruities — (1570) 

COMMENTARY 
‘ Na ’ has to be construed with ‘ Yujyate ’. 

When the relation of the name has been cognised in regard to one thing, 
it cannot he right to cognise the same name as applied to anothor thing ; 
for, if it did, then there would be incongruities — (1570) 

The possible incongruity is shown in the following — 


TEXTS (1571-1573) 


When a man has recognised a certain Name as applying to the 
man with the wonderful armlet, he does not, at another time re- 

COGNISE IT AS APPLYING TO THE MAN WITH THE BEAUTIFUL DIADEM. 

—For these reasons, when a man has come to know of a 
Name as applying to a certain Conceptual Image recognised 

AS SOMETHING EXTERNAL, AND CALLED THE ‘ UNIVERSAL THEN, 
EVEN IF HE COSIES TO PERCEIVE THE Garay a, BE MUST RECOGNISE 
IT AS APPLYING TO THE Qavaya ITSELF , AND IT IS ONLY ONE WHO IS 
IGNORANT OF THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE ‘ PERCEPTIBLE ’ AND 
THE * CONCEPTUAL ’ THAT REGARDS IT AS ‘ EXTERNAL ’ — (1571- 

1573) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Angada ’ is an ornament called * Katala ’, Armlet. 

, ChUrangada ’—is the man who is wearing a ‘ chtira ’ — wonderful 

angada — armlet 


When the man with the wonderful armlet has been once spoken of as 
aZZ ^ K r T B) ~ m the stateme nt ‘ The man with the wonderful 

zxxzsz : swirls 

*• — - ~ 

For "he ’ Gharuhmta ’ is theman with the beautiful diadem 

gnuty" iaCeTsT’ “ *** * a ™ d th ° hk “ <* «» zon- 
ing an external ohm r ^ r6cogrused b > r a determinate cogmtion envisag- 

then,ifhecomestop 0 tctivS C SI. 9 *° u C ° nCeptually m P osed 

to that samfl otm ! n 0 ® aa y a > he recognises that name as applied 

s: “r-r? *“ «— ■ &+ 

i Gavaya ; and the same conceptual Image is 
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what is spoken of as the 1 Universal 1 — -And this is purely imaginary, as it 
has been discarded above 

Question — “ How then is there the idea of the external Specific 
Individuality ’ ” 

Answer — ‘ It l s only one, etc etc ' — (1671-1573) 

Question — “What would be the incongruity if the Word (Name) 
were applied to the Specific Individuality ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (1574) 

It has to he understood that the idea of Conceptual Contents 
and Words envisaging Specific Individualities has been 
REJECTED IN DETAIL — (1574) 

COMMENTARY 

In course of our examination of the Denotation of Words, the idea that 
Words and Conceptual Contents envisage Specific Individualities, has bggn 
rejected in detail Hence what is expressed by the name must he the con- 
ceptually imposed thing — (1674) 

TEXTS (157^-1576) 


Even if they were envisaged by Words and Conceptual Contents, 
— the resultant cognition would only be Inference That 
it proceeds from the ‘ three-featured Indicative ’ is thus 
deduced—' This animal, which is similar to the Cow, 
is one to which the name Gavaya, is applicable, — 
just like the Gavaya which was present in 

THE MIND AT THE TIME WHEN THE RELEVANT 

Convention became known ’ — 

(1675-1576) 


COMMENTARY 

We grant— for the sake of argument— that Words and Conceptual 
Contents envisage Specific Individualities Even so, the Oogmtion m 
question becomes included under Inference , and Analogical Cognition cannot 

be a distinct form of Cognition . t a 

Question —“How can it be included under, Inference vhen it is not 

brought about by the three-featured Indicative 1 ” , 

Answer-' That it proceeds, etc etc ’ Similarity to the Cow is the 
Probans , ‘being one to which the name Gavaya is applicable is the Pro- 
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bandum ; and ‘ the Gavaya present in the Mind, in the shape of the Reflected 
Conceptual Content, at the time that the Convention became known is 
the Corroborative Instance and the Gaiaya perceived at the time is the 
Subject the Minor Term — (1575-1576) 


The following might he urged At the tame that tne iclovant 
Convention— in the form ‘The Gavaya is hke the Cow '.—was made, tho 
Gamya was not present m the Mmd at all , hence the Instance cited is 
inadmissible ”, 

The Answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (1577) 

If at the time of the Convention, the Gaiaya -was not present 

EVEN IN THE lIlND —THEN WITH REFERENCE TO WHAT IS THE 

Convention made that * it is simil ir to the 

Cow 1 — (1577) 

COMMENTARY 

* Eien m the mmd ’ — the term * even ’ means — ‘ it is not only not seen, 
{but also not present in the mmd)’ 

If there is nothing that appears in the Mind as qualified by similarity 
to the Cau, — then at the time that the Convention is made m the form ‘ it 
is similar to the Cow — on what tiling is this Convention based , And 
yet such a Convention is actually made , — hence it has to be admitted that 
at the time of the making of the Convention, there is something present in 
the Mmd which is qualified by similarity to the Cow — (1577) 


So far. it has been taken for granted (for the sake of argument) that 
the ' relation between the Same and the thing Named ’ forms the object 
of Analogical Cognition, — and then it has been shown that this Analogical 
Cognition cannot be regarded as a distinct form of valid Cognition, — (1) 
because it apprehends what is already apprehended (which fact makes it 
invalid), and (2) because it is included under ‘ Inference ’ — -Mow what the 
Author proceeds to show is as follows . — the Relation can have no existence 
apart from the Relatnes , — and the two Relatives m question (the Name 
and the Named) have both been apprehended by other Means of Cognition ; 
for instance, at the time of the communication of the Convention, the Name 
was apprehended by Auditory Perception, and later on the Gaiaya standing 
before the man is apprehended by Visual Perception ; under the circum- 
stances, what else is there to be known, for knowing which Analogy would 
serve as the Means of Cognition % — 
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TEXTS (1578-1580) 

It has been proved that the Relation has no existence apart 
from the Relatives on the previous occasion, at the time 
of the Convention, the Name was perceived by Auditory 
Perception , — and later on the animal standing before the 

MAN IS SEEN WITH THE EYE , — APART PROM THESE TWO ALREADY 
THUS COGNISED, ANY MINGLING UP OP THE TWO COULD NOT BE VALID 

cognition Because any other cognition could only re- 
capitulate WHAT HAS BEEN ALREADY COGNISED , AS IN THE CASE 
OP THE NOTIONS OP ' FRAGRANT ’ AND ‘ SWEET ’ — THUS THE NOTION 
OF THE CONNECTION OF THE NAME CANNOT ESCAPE FROM BEING OF 
THE NATURE OF REMEMBRANCE — (1578-1580) 


COMMENTARY 


What is meant is that the Cognition m question cannot he valid, as it 
apprehends what has been already apprehended 

■ it has been proved ’ — in course of our examination of the Category of 
Quality 

The following might be urged — “ The two Relatives may have been 
cognised by auditory and other perceptions , it is the commingling of the 
two that is done by Analogical Cognition , and it is in this commingling that 
lies the validity of Analogical Cognition ” 

The answer to this is —'.Apart from these two, etc etc ’ 

* As tn the case of the notions, etc etc 1 The affix * vail ’ has the force 
of the Locative The sense is that there are such notions as— ‘ This flung 
that I have perceived is fragrant and sweet ’, where there is a commingling 
of things already apprehended, -w hich are not regarded ns lal.d , so would 
the Cognition in Question also be 

* Tat ’—Thus, therefore 

‘ Namayoga, etc ’—the cognition of the connection of the Name 
‘ Can escape, etc etc ’—as already explained -(1578-1580) 


The following might be urged —“The connection of the Name m no- 
where created through similarity, what happens 

named is perceived, it is pointed out that ‘ this » the Cow .which is the 
form given to the Convention , nothing hke this happens when the thmg 
concerned is not perceived at all ’’ 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXT {1581) 

Notions of connection with Names are produced by endless 

MEANS, EVEN APART FROM SIMILARITY , AS IS FOUND IN THE 

case of such names as ‘ Narapa ’ (King) and the 
LIKE — (1581) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Notions, etc etc ’ — is notions of the relation of Names 
* As m the case, etc etc ’ — l e of ‘ King ’ and. such names — (1581) 

An example is cited of the manner in n Inch notions of Names aro brought 
about by endless means — 


TEXTS (1582-1583). 

‘ That person is the Kmg who is protected from the rays of the 
Sun by the white umbrella — having been told thus thf. 

MAN, LATER ON, SEES SUCH A PERSON, — AND THROUGH THE SAID 
ADVICE, COMES TO HAVE THE NOTION THAT ‘ THIS IS THE 
PERSON BEARING THE NAME King ’ — Now THIS WOULD 
HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS A DISTINCT FORM Or 

Valid Cognition, as it has not been 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY SIMILARITY OR ANY 
SUCH CONDITIONS (AS BRING ABOUT 
OTHER FORMS OF COGNITION) — 

(1582-1583) 


COMMENTARY 

Someone says to another man— 1 Brother, please go for this business, 
and see the Kmg passing along with many persons ndmg elephants and 
orses . The other man says—' Which one among them is the Kmg •> ’ 
he feat man replies—' Among them, that person is the Kmg who is pro- 
SUn ’ B rayS by Wl “ te UmbreUa ’ -Bearing tin, instruction 

scnbetUo W T* ®°“ f0rW " d ’ and when he aees such a P«« as de- 
n Jed Ki™ m mmd the ldsa «■* ‘this is the person 

be ' h T’ aC ° 0rdl,lg to 5' 0U (VaW^l-tlns also would have to 

ZZZtoJL I T' 'T ° f Vahd ^‘---hy ’-B-use * C 

the said noZm T** "T‘f lr ' ty or any mich options This shows that 

Cognition -( 1582 - 1583 ) the “ X Well ' known folms of Valid 

oj "r ” *** tW ° Mc “" S (or JW > 

duahtv and Comm n , ^ l Go ^ nUwn a P art from Specific Indivi- 

he puts forward thefolkf ” ^ Unmiraal) ” ~ and m refutation of this new, 
rward the following arguments -■* («) Perception has its companion 
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in the shape of a form of Cognition in addition to Inference, — because it is a 
form of Cognition, — like Inference — Or (6) Inference has its companion in 
■the shape of a form of Cognition m addition to Perception, — because it is 
a form of Cognition, — hke Perception Similarly (c) Specific Individuality 
has for its companion a cognisable object m addition to the Unit ersal, — 
because it is cognisable, — hke the Universal — Or (d) Tho Universal has for 
its companion, a cognisable object in addition to the Specific Individuality — 
because it is cognisable, — hke the Specific Individuality " 

This (View of A viddhalcarna) is v hat is set forth m the following — 


TEXTS (1584-1586) 


“ Another party seeks to prove the existence or anothtr form or 

COGNITTON, ON THE STRENGTH OF INFERENCE, THUS — PERCEPTION' 
IS CONNECTED WITH A TORSI OF COGNITION DIFFERENT FROM IN- 
FERENCE, BECAUSE IT IS A FORSI OF COGNITION, LIKE INFERENCE 

Similarly Inference also ” — 

This is not right , as the Probans cited is not invariably concomi- 
tant (WITH THE PkOBANDHM) , AND SPECIALLY BECAUSE NOTHING 
IS PUT FORWARD WHICH WOULD NEGATIVE THE CONTRARY OF THF 
DESIRED CONCLUSION — FURTHER, IN THIS WAY, YOU WOULD BE 
RUNNING COUNTER TO THE DOCTRINE OF * Four FORMS OF COGNITION ’ 
The ANSWER THAT YOU WOULD HAVE TO THAT WOULD ALSO SERVE 
HERE (1584-1586) 

COMMENTARY 


' Sangatam ’ — connected, related 

This is only by way of illustration , it should be understood to applv 
to the proving of the existence of other cognisable things also 

Nothing has been mentioned by way of negating tho Prohnns m t 10 
contrary of the ProWum , hence there can lie no Invariable Concomitance 
beta een tho Probans and the Probnndum Consequently all that lias been 
cited as the Probans ,s Inconclusive , because their presence w the contrary 

of the Probnndum is opon to suspicion , , 

Then again, a hat is asserted goes against the doctrine that rest no s 

the number of the Forms of Cognition to four ** m tto v£ ° 

existence of other forms of cognition also might bo proved For nshinc .t 

can be said that-' Perception has for its companionab o^of ^og. on 

other than Inference, Analogical Cognition and Verbal Cognition. 
ltlS FmttorCegn^fe Things have boon held to fall under thru 

=J 

also may bo proved cn t, CI sms will sere c ms pan"* 

Whatever answer joumav haio to tneso 

also , so enough of this — (1584-lo8G) 
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Section (C) 

On Presumption 
COMMENTARY. 

The following has been raged m regard to ‘ PreMimption ’ (which has 
been regarded as an independent Means or Form of Cognition, by 
Mimameakas) — 


TEXT (1587) 

“ If a certain fact, cognised through the six Means of Cognition, 

IS FOUND TO BE OTHERWISE INEXPLICABLE, AND THENCE LEADS 
TO THE ASSUMPTION OF SOME OTHER FACT,' — THIS IS 
CALLED ' Arthapatti ’ ‘ PRESUMPTION ’ — (1587) 

[Kumarila Shlokaiartika — ArthSpatti 1 ] 


COMMENTARY. 

In regard to Tune, Place, etc , when a certain fact has been duly cognised 
through the six Means of Cognition,-— m the shape of Perception, Inference, 
Analogy, Word, Presumption and Negation,— and it is JoundAo be otherwise 
inexplicable,— if a certain other fact were not there,— then, the assumption of 

fact 1S mad «P OTte ™ng to what is notperceptible ,— this assumption 
is the Means of Cognition called 1 Presumption ’ 

‘ Called >_! e by Shabaraevamm ; who says (under SO. I I. 5) — ' 1 Prcsumv- 
tZ Tf 8 , m th ° prQSUmrag o£ som ®thmg not seen, on the ground 
pZZZZ T 7 P f ° 6lved or W of *>e possible without that 

tZ ZZ ’ ? r ,r nCe ' 11 13 f0Und that *>■"*** who is ahve, is not m 

pZZZZTbt Z n0U ' eZlStence tn «• ^ (which is seen) leads to the 
P umption that he is somewhere outside the house ’. 

means of teEm ' ' stands f<)r ‘ cognised through the five 

*yZZ iTm TlX™ ' "“ 4 ' *•"' *’ *“ na - ! °' ' «*”* 
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«< 'jjjE relation of these Potencies has not been previously 

COGNISED NOR IS IT COGNISED NOW AND IT IS ONLY ON THE 

Ttigrs or SUCH COGNITIONS THAT THERE COULD BE THE TWO 

Premisses.” — (1590) 

COMMENTARY. 

Enor to the tune of Inference, the relation of the Potencies to the effects 
lias not been cognised, — in the way in which the relation of Fire and Smoke 
is previously recognised m the kitchen ; because the Potencies are not per- 
ceptible. This shows that there can he no Major Premiss (asserting the 
Invariable Concomitance) 

1 Nor is if cognised now ’ — at the time of Inference , for the same renson 
that they are not perceptible This shows that there can be no Minor Premiss. 

The effect cannot be regarded as a property of the Potencies residing m 
the Cause, as there can be no giound for this idea ——(1590) 

TEXT (1591) 

" In the case of proving the Potency of the Ear, etc , whatever 
Pbobans might be rot- forward, would all be found to be 1 OF 

UNKNOWN SUBSTRATUM ’ , AS THE SUBSTRATUM WOULD CONSIST 

of the Potencies themselves, and these are still 
UNKNOWN ” — (1591) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, in a case where the Potencies of the Ear, etc are made the 
Subject of the Inference, whatever Probans (Reason) might be put forward, 
for the proving of the said Potencies, would all be ‘ oi unknown substratum ’ ; 
because the Potencies would be their substratum, and these are not known 
(as yet). 

From aU this it follows that all Potencies are cognisable through Presump- 
tion, not through Inference. — (1591) 

TEXT (1592). 

(4) He is corpulent and does not eat during the day ’ — on 

hearing such words, one concludes that the man eats at 
night . and this 13 Presumption based upon what is 
heard ” — \8Mo-Vd — Presumption, 51] — (1592) 

COMMENTARY. 

(4) Presumption based upon Verbal Cognition is there when, on hearing 
the words that ‘ Devadatta is corpulent without medication, and does not 
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unification or commingling of tilings expressed by the words hko Mill and 
Ifaier, and * Contradistinction ’ consists in those tilings expressed standing in 
the relation of excluder and excluded , — or ' Connection ’ consists in the w oil- 
known relation of came and affect, — and * Contradistinction ’ m tlio exclusion 
oj the unlike — In neither of these two forms could tlio (unspoken) sentence 
* Ho eats at night ’ be the meaning of the (spoken) sentence ‘ He eats not m 
the day For instance, the words of the sentence ‘ Ho oats not m tlio day ’ 
denote the Day and so forth ; and these have no ‘ Connection ’ with e ahng 
at night ; as the two are entirely different Nor is tliero * Contradistinction ’ 
between them , because the word 1 day ’ is never used m the sense of tho 
negation of non-night 

It might be argued that — “ That he cats at night is anotlior meaning of 
the same sentence * He eats not in the day 

The answer to this is — ‘ Nor con a second meaning, etc etc ’ — There 
can be no assumption of another meaning for tho same sentence, — as it is 
entirely taken up in expressing the idea of tho man not eating m the day, 
and hence cannot express the other idea that he cats at night Consequently 
the idea of the man eating at night must be expressed by another sentence 
‘ Present in the mmd ’ — This shows that the cognition is not Verbal 
‘ Though it is not verbally expressed 1 e even though it is not Verbal, 
due to words , as in the manner shown above, it cannot be verbal cognition. 

For the cognition, then, of the sentence—* He eats at night ’—which 
is understood (m the Mind), some * Means ’ will have to be pointed out , winch 
could only be one out of Perception and the rest —And yet it cannot be any of 
these Hence it must be an entirely distinct Means of Cognition —This is 
what is meant 


The idea of the required Means being one from among Perception and tho 
rest is nest refuted— Vd* the sentence, etc etc ’-The sentence expressing the 
idea of the man eating at night, not being actually spoken, cannot be of the 
nature of Perception, because it is not heard Nor can it be of the nature of 
Inference, because there is no relation (of concomitance) For instance, the 
sentence expressmg the fact of eating at night has never been perceived m 
association with the sentence speaking of not-ealmg tn the day,— which fact 
alma could constitute the relation of concomitance between the two Z 
is there any other Inferential Indicative available 

It Z<lltZ2r d th f ; " eVea Wlth0Ut the *“•**« ° f «“V relation, 
-egarded as an Inferential Indicative ”, 

it couid ZnLiZT rTj ^ lf ’ elenwhen etc etc - ’ — That is to say, if 
then from the mternnee When “ 18 not *«»»» *° * related, 

the day, there shonldTok ' 06 Speaklng of the “ an Seating in 

sentence speaW of ^ ! COg “ ° f M ™ces,-not only of the 

devoid of relation the T —Wby ?— Because, as regards being 

from anv other sentence Sp8akm S of «“•"* al ««** does not diSei 
stand on the T “otmg 1 *!!^” Sr 4, ° £ bemg n0t -™ aU 


The following Text desmbes 
Cognition .■ — 


the Presumption based upon Analogical 
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TEXT (1599) 

“ (.7) The Cow is likened to the Qauxya , — a cognition is produced 

BY THIS LIKENESS, — THE POTENCY IN THE OBJECT WHEREBY IT 
BECOMES APPREHENDED BY THAT COGNITION, — IS 
DERIVED ON THE STRENGTH OF THE SAID 

Analogical Cognition ” — (1599) 

COMMENTARY. 

( 5) When the object, Cow, is likened to the Gavayn, there is in the Con the 
capacity to be apprehended by the Analogical Cognition , and this capncitv 
is derived from the strength — Presumption — based upon that Analogical 
Cognition — (1699) 

The following Texts describe the Presumption based upon Presumption — 


TEXTS (1600-1601) 

‘ (6) Inasmuch as the denotation of a word cannot be other- 
wise DEFINED, WE ASSUME THE EXPRESSIVE POTENCY OF WORDS , 

AND AS THIS POTENCY WOULD NOT BE OTHERWISE POSSIBLE, 

WE DEDUCE, THROUGH ANOTHER PRESUMPTION, THE 
ETERNALITY OF WORDS , [Shlokavartika — Arthdpatti, 

6-7] , BECAUSE WHAT IS NON-ETERNAL 

CANNOT BE BELATED TO ANY CONVEN- 
TION ” — (1600-1601) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Abhidhd. ’ — Denotation , 1 e expressing of moaning — This could not bo 
done by words, could not be defined, — except tlirough Expressive Potency , — 
having thus ‘ presumed ’ the expressive potency of Word, it is fonnd that this 
potency would not he otherwise possible, — i o there is no other way of 
explaining such a Potenoy, — without recognising tho eicmahly of words , so 
that this cognition of the eternahty of words is also obtained by means 
of another Presumption. 

Question — “Why cannot them be Exprossivo Potency without 
eternahty ? ” 

Answer — ' Because what is non eternal, etc etc ’. — That is to say, if 
wliat was perceived at the time of the making of tho Convention does not 
continue to exist till the time of being used, then, the making of tho Conven- 
tion would be entirely futile , as Convention is sot up only for purposes of 
usage , and the Word that is present at tho time of usage is not ono with 
which the connection of tho meaning had been set up at tho time of the 
Convention 
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Or, the text may be explained in another way — 1 Tadananyagateh ’ — 
since, of the nord existing at the time of usage, there is no difference from the 
word perceived at the time of the making of the Contention — How is it 
known that there is no difference 1 — Answer — Because what is non-eternal, 
etc. etc ’—(1600-1601) 

The following Texts describe the Presumption based upon Negation — 


TEXTS (1602-1606) 

' (7) The absence of Ghaitra from the House having been cognised 
through Negation, the cognition of the fresence or Chaitra 
outside the House which is marked by his absence, has been 

CITED , THIS IS TO BE REGARDED AS’ ANOTHER KIND OF PRESUMPTION, 

based upon Negation [Shlolavarlika — ArthSpattt, 8-9] — This (Pre- 
sumption) is DIFFERENT FROM INFERENCE, BECAUSE THE MINOR 
Premiss ( Probans as residing m the Minoi Term) and the other 
FACTORS DO NOT FORM PART OF IT WHEN THE object cognised. 
IS EITHER THE MaN CONNECTED WITH THE EXTERIOR (OF THE 

House), or the exterior connected with the Man,— in either 

CASE, HOW COULD ‘ ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE ’ SERVE AS THE PROBANS 
(RESIDING IN THAT SUBJECT) ? — , 10-12] — WHAT IS REGARDED 
AS THE PROBANS IN THIS CASE IS THE ‘ABSENCE OF THE LIVING 

man in the House ’ , and there can be no cognition of this 
absence without knowing his PRESENCE outside the House [Ibid , 
19]— As FOR PURE ‘absence in the House ’—apart from the 
idea of his being alive such absence is found in the case of 
dead persons also, and hence cannot be a proof of his presence 
outside ” —[Ibid , 21] —(1602-1006) 


COMMENTARY 

of P l™ n t SenCB A f Z ,Ul T a hBS bee " ° 0gm8ed by the Ration-absence,- 
aDS ° f Cogmtlon ’- the House is qualified by this 
ascertained absence ,-i e the idea that ‘ Ghaitra is not in the House ’ ,-and 
the presence ot ChaUra.-d he is ahve-is cognised as being outside of the 
aid House -tins cognition, in the form ‘ Ghaitra is outside the house 
aoe been crteA-m the Bhagya, by Shabamsoamm , that is, only as an indication 

nctm ♦ft ! ° f P ~Ptmn, eg when Devadatta is alive, if he is 
not in the house, there is Presumption of him as being out of the house 
his is an example of Presumption based upon Negation 
T„ j7?° St h«-ve included Presumption under ‘ Inference ’ 

, U , '° n ° this view, Kumarita adds — ‘ This is different from Inference, 
—Inasmuch as the Probans, etc do not enter into it as factors— 
s its causes— tins must be different from Inference , just like Perception 
a\ise ^0 o jeefc of cognition in this case is either Ghaitra qualified by the 
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place outside the house, or the place outside the house qualified by Chaitra , 
in either case, how could the absence of Chaitra, which resides elsewhere 
{inside the House) serve as the Probans t That is to say, it could never 
serve as the Probans 

Then again, if absence in the House were assumed as the Probans, — it 
could be so assumed only in one or the other of two wavs — te either as 
the absence of the living Devadatta, mi the Rouse, or absence in the House 
tn general In the former cose, there w ould be this objection — that ‘ the 
absence of the living man, etc etc ’ — ‘ there can be no cognition of this absence, 
etc etc ’ — That is, the cognition of the living Devadatta — the certainty 
regarding it — w ould not be possiblo until Ills presence outside is definitely 
know n 

What is meant bj tins is that the Probsns in this case would be one 
that is inadmissible ’, and that if it is admissible, it is futile 

If the second alternative is accepted [1 e absence in the House in general 
is the Probans], the Probans would be Ineonchi3i\ e , as even when Dev odatta 
is dead, people recognise his absence in the House This is w hat is show n 
m the words ‘ as for pure absence in the House, etc etc ’ — ‘ Vidyamanatva ’ 
is being alive — (1602-1606) 


With the following Texts begin the refutation of the above view 
(regarding Presumption as a distinct Means of Cognition) 

In the first place, the definition that has been provided is not a proper 
one For instance, the definition provided is that ‘ Presumption consists m 
the presuming of an imperceptible fact without which a perceived or heard of 
fact would not be possible ' In connection with this the following points 
have to be considered —Has the relation of that imperceptible fact with the 
perceived and heard of facts been perceived anvwhere, or not * If it has 
been perceived, then the cognition m question becomes an Inference, ns 
brought about by the perception of the said Relation —If the Relation ins 
not been perceived, then, in that ease, the non-burning -power of Fire migit 
also be presumed, in the same way as its burning power is , because so far 
as being not related is concerned, both stand upon the same footing -It 
might be argued that— “inasmuch as Fire has never been actuallv found to 
be associated with non-burning power, there can be no pre esumption o E tins 
latter ” -But in that case, there should be no presumption of the 6»rnmp 
power also, because Fire has never been seen to be associated mth 
power Thus it is only whan the relat.on between two things 
that on seeing one of the two invariably concomitant members of that rel 
ton there 1 be a presumption of the other relative .-and when hi 
Z bet presumed, — it is only through the said Relation, and hence this 

presumption becomes included under Inference Those examples 

The examples also that have been cited are not right rhcse p 
Author pouits out the defect that is common to al. there - 
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TEXT (1607) 

Apart from the Pofeni object, there is no such thing as ‘ Potency 

WHICH COULD BE COGNISED BY MEANS OF PRESUMPTION , AND AS 

for the Potent object, it is cognised through 
Perception itself — (1607) 


COMMENTARY 

Inasmuch as Potency is nothing apart from the Potent object, — and 
the Potent object is cognisable by Perception, — Presumption would be 
apprehending what is already apprehended ; and on that ground alone, it 
could not be regarded as a Means of Valid Cognition. 

The mention of * Perception ’ m this connection is only by way of 
illustration — (1607) 


The following Texts point out the objections that are applicable specially 
to that example of Presumption which has been cited as based upon 
Perception — 

TEXTS (1608-1610) 

In the case of such phenomena as Burning and the rest, their 

CAUSE IS ACTUALLY PERCEIVED IN THE FORM OF THE Fire AND THE 
REST, AND THERE IS NOTHING WRONG OR UNCERTAIN IN THIS PER- 
CEPTION , WHAT THEN COULD ‘POTENCY’ BE, AFART FROM THOSE 

causes *— L? the ‘ Potency ’ is something different (from the 
said Causes), then as that ‘ Potency ’ would be what brings 

ABOUT THE EFFECT, THE object (CAUSE) ITSELF WOULD NOT BE AN 
ACTIVE AGENT AT ALL (IN THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THAT EFFECT) ; 
IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE OBJECT DOES BRING ABOUT THE EFFECT, 

then the Potency would not be anything different; 

BECAUSE THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF THE ‘ OBJECT ’ IS TEAT 
IT SHOULD BE capable of effective action, ; and that the object is 
so capable is learnt from Perception itself. — (1608-1610) 


wnixuUM A AJCv X. 

com ^ d 18 - - - 

then,— m'tlw'ton^ng Twtf th, diff6rsnt from <*• object, 

cited), the Potency bL^heeff ! ( * shape o{ the P^omenoa 

to be an active agent whi u agent ’ tlls ol, J eot itself would cease 

as the characteristic of rt, ° s , WOTll ' i meBn the object is a non-entity ; 
action ' ° f * he *** 18 «■* * should be capable of effeZl 

** b °° 0mmg a it be 

biMt does action in the brmgmg about of the 
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effect concerned, — then the * Potency 1 could not be anything different — from 
the object — Why ? — Because ‘ Potency ’ can be only that form — or nature, 
— which is capable of effective action; — it cannot be anything else 

As regards the verbal expression ‘ the Potency of the object ’ — which 
implies some sort of a difference between the two, — that is meant to discard 
the notion of any other kind of difference, and is used m this form onlv with 
a view to the enquiry as to what * Potency* is, — and the answer is that 
it is the object itself — (160S-1610) 

lie following might be urged — ' Capacity for effedne action is not the 
characteristic of Potency , it is something else ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (1(511) 

Thebe is ho means of knowing any other characteristic oi Potency 
Even if such another characteristic were known, there 

WOULD BE NO USE FOE IT , AS THE EFFECT It OULD BE 
accomplished by the mere PRESENCE OF 
the Object — (1611) 


COMMENTARY 

There is no means of knowing any other characteristic of ‘ Potency V-- 
whieh Means could distinguish Potency from * Negation m the form of 

the absence of all capacity —Even if such a characteristic were known, it 
would serve no useful purpose for men who would be seeking for cffeduc 
action , because the needed effective action will have been accomplished bi, 
the presence— I e by the very natum-of the Object itself ~a« has been 
declared m the following words ‘ To persons seeking for effective action, 
what would be the use of cogitating oi er what is not St or ^effective , action 
Certainly, the young woman has no need to consider whether the impotent 
man is ugly or -handsome ’ — (1611) 

TEXT (1012) 

Tr THE OTHER CHARACTERISTIC OF ‘ POTENCY * WERE HELD TO BL COG- 
nibble through Presumption based upon the fact m the 
effect being otherwise impossible, —this cannot 
be right, as the effect is actually 
produced othfrvise, — as it pro- 
ceeds from the Object 
itself — (101 2) 

COMMENTARY. 

i. ureed— ‘There is another characteristic of 
Po,cS-I"p« which is cognisable through the fact of 
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the effect not being otherwise possible , so that — ‘ being inferred from the 
effect ’ -would be the characteristic of Potency 

This definition of Potency cannot ho right. — “ Whv i" — Because the 
effect is actually produced otherwise, — that is, the eSect is produced even 
without such a distinct thing as ‘ Potency ’ — “ How so ’ ” It proceeds from 
the Object itself— Because this effect proceeds from the Object— the Thing— 
therefore the existence of the effect is possible even without the Potcncs , 
so that what is the use of assuming the Potency as something apart from the 
Thing itself * — (1612) 

TEXT (1013) 

Fire as apart from Water and other things, is clearly perceived 
as capable of burning , what then is the use of the StID 
• Potency ’ ’—(1613) 

s COMMENTARY 
The same idea is further clarified — 

TEXT (1614) 

If it be urged that — “ The Potency is not something absolutely 

DIFFERENT (FROM THE THING),— IT IS OF A DUAL CHARACTER, 
BEING BOTH (DIFFERENT AND NON-DIFFERENT) ”, — THEN 
(THE ANSWER IS THAT) IT CANNOT BE SO, BECAUSE OF 
SELF-CONTRADICTION AND FURTHER, ITS 71071- 

dijference (from the Thing) would be cog- 
nised by Perception — (1614) 

COMMENTARY 

The following might be urged — “ The objection urged would apply if 
" e held that the Potency is something absolutely different from the Thing , 
as a mattei of fact, however, we regard it to be of a dual character, being 
both different and non-different ” 

This cannot be right — “ Why ? ” — Because of self-contradiction , — if 
it is different how could it be non-different at the same time ? If it is non- 
diffeient how could it be different ’ There is clear self-contradiction if two 
mutually exclusive properties — the presence of one of which must mean the 
absence of the other and vice versa, — are attributed to the same thing — 
In fact, beinq another cousists in not being the same, as is found m the case of 
another self ’ 

Granting that the Potency has the dual character, — even so, that Potency 
o the dual character is cognisable by Perception itself , because the non- 
ifferep.ee of the Potency from the Thing is also cognised by Perception, — 
an not absolute difference only , whereby it would not be perceptible Under 
8 c ' rcums t fm ees, tlie statement that ‘ Potency is always cognisable from 
the effect ’ would become set aside (1614) 
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TEXT (1615) 

The perceptibility (or Potency) being thus established, — all that 

HAS BEEN SAID (BY THE OTHER PARTY) REGARDING ITS NOT 
BEING COGNISABLE BY INFERENCE, DOES NOT AFFECT 

us Because in this case we do not 

REGARD THE COGNITION TO BE OF THE 

nature of Inference — (1615) 

COMMENTARY 

Then again, it has been declared (by Kumdrila, see above under 
Text 1689) that “ Potencies of all Things become cognised through Presump- 
tion ” end so forth ; where it has been shown that Potencies cannot be 
inferred That does not affect our position at all — “ Why ’ " — Because 
m this case — of Potency being perceptible, — we do not regard the cognition 
to be of the nature of Inference , for the simple reason that Inference consists 
of the cognition of only such things as are not cognisable by Perception 
This shows that iho arguments adduced are superfluous - (1615) 

It has been argued above under Text 1591, that “ whatever Reasons 
are adduced in regard to the Potency of the Ear, etc nouW all be such as 
have their substratum unknown ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1616) 

As REGARDS SUCH THUIGS AS THE AUDITORY ORGAN AND THE LIKE 
WHICH ARE NOT AMENABLE TO PERCEPTION,— THEIR VERY 
EXISTENCE, IN THE SHAPE OF POTENCY, IS COGNISED 
by Inference — (1616) 

COMMENTARY 

Objection —‘‘It has been said previous]} that their existence is proved , 
why then is it said now that their existence is indicated t ” 

Reply — 

TEXT (1617) 

What was asserted on the previous occasion was only the fact 

OF'THE APPREHENSION OF SOUND BEING DEPENDENT ON OTHER 
CAUSES,— ON THE GROUND THAT EVEN WHEN ITS 
CAUSE WAS THERE, IT DID NOT COME ABOUT, 

BECAUSE SOMETHING ELSE WAS ABSENT , 

A s m the case of the Sprout 

and such things — (1617) 

COMMENTARY 
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on the ground that when the other cause, of its Auditory Perception, — m the 
shape of attention of the mind — is not there the Perception does not come 
about This argument, is formulated as follows — When oven on the presence 
of something, another thing appears only occasionally (not always), then this 
latter must be dependent upon other causes , e g. even when tho soil is there, 
the Sprout appears only occasionally , — even when the attention of the 
Jlind is there, the Auditory Perception comes about only occasionally , tlus 
thus is a Reason based upon the nature of things When this fact of 
being dependent upon other causes has been established, then it is deduced 
that that other cause must be the u ell-known Auditory Organ , that is why 
it is said that existence is cognised, m this way — and not dirootlv. — Honco 
there is nothing wrong m this — (1617) 

It has been argued (under Text 1688) that—" From the inferred mobility 
of the Sun, the Potency is cognised by Presumption ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (1618-1619) 

When the Sun reaches another place, what happens always is that 

IT IS BORN (AGAIN) IN A PLACE DIFFERENT FROM ITS ORIGINAL 
PLACE THIS IS AS IT IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE FlRE- 
FLAME , A THING THAT REMAINS PERMANENT IS OF A 
TOTALLY DIFFERENT KIND , OTHERWISE SUCH 
REACHING OF ANOTHER PLACE WOULD NOT BE 
POSSIBLE — As REGARDS POTENCY, IT HAS 
ALREADY BEEN SHOWN THAT IT IS 
NOTHING APART FROM THE THING 
—(1618-1619) 


UUA1MISNTARY 

This shows that Presumption is included under Inference 

case u heneV6r anythmg IS found t0 reach mother place, it is a 

wi t L mS f m a P ’ aCe other than its original one ;-as is 
-S Sun 8 7! f en th6 fire ' flalae m0V6S fr0m «" to the other ; 
Keas ^ ’ h0nOS ^ * 

thotwiJsT “ ^ regard6d 85 * Inconclusive ’ ; because a thing 
sameform-caiToTrael, 1 8 tn ° bjeCt that remains m one and the 

position , if it does renLi^T^^ViT 5 ** ^ n8V6r renounoe ,ts on gmal 
is the Reasoning sublot *’ ** ™ USt be 1U a “ form horn again This 
Tt T °f™ g Sublatm e any conclusions to the contrary 

the existence of Presumptlon has heen “ted as provmg 

the Pre^nmnh , enc ^’ not tbe birth of the thmg ; how then is it that 

ption is said to be included under this Inference ? ” 

e answer to this is— ‘ As regards Potency, etc. etc.’ — (1618-1619) 
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The Author next points out the objection 1 ! against the e\smple of the 
‘Fat Devadatta not eating m the dav’, as jJlustra ting Presumption from 
•what has been heard — 


TEXT (1620) 

NO CERTAIN COGNITION CAN RESULT FROM THE ASSERTION THAT ‘ THE 
FAT MAX EATS NOT DURING THE DAY AS THE SPEAKER MIGHT 
BE ASSERTING THIS THROUGH ENMITY OR DELUSION 
AND SUCH OTHER CAUSES — (1620) 

COMMENTARY 

What this shott s is that there can be no Presumption based upon Verbal 
Cognition — (1620) 

The follow mg might be urged — “ It is not that the other assertion is 
indicated by the first sentence, on the basis of what is expressed bt it 
it is indicated by the assertion itself , and the assertion itself is directly 
perceived (heard) ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1621) 

If ANOTHER EXPRESSIVE STATEMENT IS INDICATED (IN PRESUMPTION) 
BY THE FIRST STATEMENT, INDEPENDENTLY OF WHAT IS EX- 
PRESSED BY ITSELF, — THEN THAT OTOER STATEMENT 
ALSO WOULD INDICATE ANOTHER STATE- 
MENT — (1621) 


commentary 

zzzxz case of ssru 

then the object.on urged before remains » force -00-U 

In the following W the Author anfc, pates and answers the mtention 
of the Opponent — 
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TEXT (1622) 

fe THE IDEA or WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY ™E SEXTEECE IS AnMITTED AS 

*Zum o — THE OTHER PERSON, OR AS 

ahoteer Muss or Cognition, -then the coro-m • 

„ exp icssed by the eater sesterce may be *»««» 

AS fobbovying EROM that— (1622) 


COMMENTARY 

x» order to avoid the incongruity urged above, .t might be said.haUhe 
dependence of what ,S expressed by the first «W « ^ 
as emanating from the other person (who baa assorted ^Twought 

does not eat during the day ’ 1 -ho is known to bo reliable ,-or »•""«* 
about by another Means of Cognition-Perception, etc -whereby it is knowrn 

that the fat Devadatta does not eat during the day 

The answer to this is— ‘ Then the cognition, etc etc —That is, tho cogm- 
toon of the fact itself (expressed by the second sentence) might follow from 
that fact (expressed by the first sentence)-! o from Jofnws olono with not 
eating in the day ; and there need be no indication of the sentence m tho mind. 
And in that case, the cognition would become included under Inference, 
and hence Presumption need not be a separate means of Cognition (1622) 

The following Text shows liow the said cognition becomes included under 
■ Inference ’ — 


TEXT (1623) 

What is cognised is the Man spoken of as rebated to eating nl 
night ,— ok the ground of his being fal uihk going withonlfood 
dilnng the dag ,— bike another person 
—(1623) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Iftah ’—spoken of,— i e the Man as related to eating at night The 
Probans is ■ because while going without food during the day, he is fat 
hie another person ’ is the Corroborative Instance 
This is a Probans m the form of 1 effect ’ —(1623) 

Question “How is the relation of Cause and Effect known in this 
case t " 


Answer — 
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TEXT (1624) 

That there is fatness when there is eating is known with certainty 

THROUGH POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOSHTANCE AND HENCE 
THE COGNITION OF ONE THING FOLLOWS FROM THE 
OTHER WHICH IS THUS RELATED TO IT — (1624) 

COMMENTARY 

The relation of Cause and Effect between Fatness and Sating — as between 
Fire and Smoke , — is known with certainty , whereby it is right that there 
should be cognition of one thing - — i e the Eating — (which is the Cause) from 
another thing — l e the Fatness, which is related to the former as its effect 
But it cannot be right that the cognition of one sentence should proceed 
from another sentence which is not so related to it , as if there were such 
cognition, then there would be incongruities — (1624) 

The following Text shows what the incongruity would be — —« 


TEXT (1625) 

How OAN A SENTENCE BE COGNISED, WHICH IS DEVOID OF ALT, RELATION- 
SHIP ? Otherwise all things would be cognised through 
A SINGLE THING — (1625) 


COMMENTARY 

How can a sentence be cognised, winch is devoid of relationship such 
as that of sameness and origination ? It can never be cognised Othenme- 
if a sentience devoid of all relationship were cognised,— from any single hmg 
—in the shape of the Jar for instance,— o« jars would become cognised This 
however does not happen Hence the cognition must be held to follow from 
a definite relationship (of concomitance) —(1625) 

The following text further elucidates the incongruities involved - 


TEXT (1626) 

WHEN THERE IS NO RELATIONSHIP OR WHEN, EVEN THOUGH EXISTENT, 
THE RELATIONSHIP IS NOT DEFINITELY KNOWN, -IF THE OTHEB 
SENTENCE WERE INDICATED, IT WOULD BE UNRELIABLE 
(INVALID) — (1626) 

commentary 
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existent if, when the relationship » not definitely known, it tho second 

sentence' were indicated, — such indication would be invalid that ' s '’ % ^ d 
be a baseless cognition , and if baseless cognitions wore admitted, then tho 
incongruity of everything being indicated bv everything « o«ld be mevi n e. 

— (1626) 

The following Text anticipates an argument from the Opponont - stand- 


point 


TEXT (1627) 


« There is no such royal edict as that ' that alone is valid which 

IS BELATED ’ HOW DOES VALIDITY ATTACH TO PERCEPTION. IN 
WHICH THERE IS NO RELATIONSHIP ' l ” — (1627) 


COMMENTARY 

The Opponent says “ That validity can attach to only what is related 
can, at best, be only a Royal Edict , there can bo no reason for such an idea 
For instance, if it were not a Royal Edict that * validity can attach to only 
what is related — how could there be any validity m Perception, m which 
there is no Relationship ? This has to he explained — (1627) 

The answer to the above is provided in the follow ing — 


TEXTS (1628-1629) 

Ip SOMETHING UNRELATED COULD BE COGNISED,— THEN WHY SHOULD 
NOT THESE BE COGNITION OF OTHER THINGS ALSO ! BECAUSE IN 

the matter of being unrelated , No distinction among things 
CAN BE PERCEIVED In THE CASE OF PERCEPTION ALSO, 
VALIDITY RESTS UPON RELATIONSHIP ONLY THE 
VALIDITY OF A COGNITION CONSISTS IN ITS BEING 

to conformity (with the real state of 
THINGS), AND THIS CONFORMITY DEPENDS 

upon the Perception owing its 

EXISTENCE TO THE THING PER- 
CEIVED — (1628-1629) 

COMMENTARY 

If an unrelated thing could be cognised, then there would be an incon- 
gruity, — because there could, in that case, be no distinction between one 
thing and another, — the absence of relationship being equally present in all 
things You have not given any answer to this contention of ours. 

As for the question — How is there validity m Perception, in which there 
is no Relationship * — it is irrelevant , because no one regards Perception to 
he valid, in the absence of a Relationship In fact, even m Perception, 
validity rests upon Relationship only 
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Tlie ren son. for this is pointed out—' The validity of a cognition, etc etc ’ — 
* Vahditi ’ consists m conformity , winch is the capseitj- to get at the real 
thing , and how could this conformity be unreservedly admttted m the ease of 
Perception, if it did not derive its own existence from the thing perceived * 
-(1628-1620) 

The following Text explains v hat u ould be n rong if it « ere otherwise — 


TEXT (1630) 

No SUCH ‘ CON FORMITY ’ WITH THE BEAL STATE OF THINGS CONCERNED 
CAN BE CERTAIN, IN A COGNITION OF WHICH THE PARTICULAR 
OBJECT IS NOT THE BASIS, OB IN ONE WHICH HAS NO 

(objective) basis at all Or else, theke 

WOULD BE CONFORMITY WITH ALL 

(things) — (1630) 


COMMENTARY 

The compound ‘ ataddhStuh ’ is to be expounded as ‘ na-taddtetuh ’ , 

‘ taddhetuh ’ being expounded as that of which the particular object is the 
(objective) basis , that is, that which t a based upon something else m such a 
cognition,— and also in a cognition which has no objective basis,— i e winch , 
is devoid of all objective background,— there can he no ‘ conformity with 
the real state of the thing concerned m all cases “ What then I There 
would be conformity with all things So that the incongruity is present in 
this case also — (1630) 


Or, what the affirmative sentence 'Devadattais fat and he eats not during 
the day 1 does is to bring about the inference of its own cause, m s p 
of the speaker’s particular ‘desire to speak', -this inference bemg based 
Son th^ Indicative l the shape of the effect of and thm 

it brings about the idea of the contrary sentence 
but by implication, not directly, -through the inference of the 
the Cause, -just as m the case of smoke, there is implication of its being 

due to defect in the fuel 

Tins view is what is expounded in the following 


TEXT (1631) 

fl vr MAY BE THAT WHAT IS INFERRED IS THE SPEAKER’S * DESIRE TO 
0B ’ TO THE SECOND STATEMENT . « «« 

IS COGNITION OF NEGATION FOLLOWING FROM TH 
affirmative ASSERTION —(1631) 


COMMENTARY 


js . -»'• » trsi? 2 " 
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to speak ’ ,s apprehended, -m which **«•. the negative sentence 
figuT= Otherwise, if the eating at night did not figure >n the said desire 

have been m the form ‘Devadntta does not eat and the terms fat 
* during the day * would not be there 

* ruaftrekagcrtift ’ —the cognition of the contrary sentence {1U.J1) 


It has been asserted (under Text 1599) that-" the presence, in the 
cow, which is likened to the Gamy a , of tho capacity to be apprehended bj 
that cognition is cognised bi Analogical Cognition ” 

This is refuted in the following — 


TEXT (1632) 

The validity of Analogical Cognition having been refuted in 

DETAIL, THE VALIDITY OF PRESUMPTION ARISING OUT OF IT 
BECOMES REFUTED AS A MATTER OF COURSE — (1632) 

COMMENTARY. 

El en granting the validity of Analogical Cognition, the Presumption 
based upon that cognition cannot bo regarded ns being a distinct Means or 
Form of Cognition, as it apprehends what is already apprehended , and also 
because there is no separate cognisable thing, m the shape of Potencj , which 
could be cognised through it 

This is what is explained m the following- — 

TEXTS (1633.163-1) 

The Cow ius been held to be the objective Basra of Analogical 
Cognition, and it has been held that the objective basis 

BRINGS ABOUT ITS OWN COGNITION BY ITS MERE PRESENCE 
tSDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, WHAT WOULD BE THE USE 

of the Potency for the apprehension whereof 
Presumption based upon Analogical Cognition 
is required as a distinct Means of 
Cognition >— (1633-1634) 


COMMENTARY. . 

‘.Far the appiehension whereof ’ — i e for the cognition of Potency 

The rest is easily understood —(1633-1634) 

It lots been argued (under Text 1600) that — “ Inasmuch as the Denotation 
of a word cannot be otherwise defined, we assume the expressive Potency 
of Words, etc etc ” , — where an example has been cited of fl Presumption 
based upon another Presumption 

The following Text points out that the argument is Inconclusive ’ 
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TEXT (1635) 

As A MATTES OF FACT, ETON IN THE ABSENCE OF sameness, THEBE IS 

NOTHING INCOMPATIBLE IN THE EXPRESSION OF THINGS BY 
WORDS JUST AS THEBE IS EXPRESSION BY SUCH 
MEANS AS THE SHAKING OF THE HAND AND 
SO FORTH — (1635) 

COMMENTARY 

There is no incompatibility m the expression of things bv such non- 
eternal means as the shaking of the hand, winking of the eye and so forth ; 
similarly, even in the absence of the sameness of the Word (at the time of 
Convention and at the time of Usage), there should be no incompatibility m 
the expression of things bj the Wo r d So that the Instance that has been 
cited is Ineonclusii e. 

‘Sameness' here stands for eternahty , ‘being different * constitutes 
evanescence , hence ‘being non -different or mmc' constitutes etemality 
( 1635 ) 

Savs the Opponent — “ It has been pointed out that if the Word were 
not eternal, then it could not continue during all the time between the 
Convention and the Usage ” 

The answer to that is as follou s —— 


TEXT (1636) 

What serves as the cause of the expressiveness of words is 
the sameness of the conception, like shaking 
and there is no incompatibility in 
this — (1636) 


COMMENTARY 

Though the Specific Individualities being all momentary, 

- Lauu & r , - . y_ -w, there aTe some Specibc 

concomitance or continuity ° either directly or mdirectlv, 

they become ^e ^e of an =11 V P through Conven- 

beeommg conceived as the same, ****** 

tjon — ‘ Like Shaking '-a e just as Shaking is expressi 

The Opponent urges the objection that ; the instance of 
that has been cited is devoid of the Proband, tm - 
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TEXT (1037) 

“Those actions that ahe seen subsisting in perceptible things 

AKE ALL HELD TO BE ETERNAL, LIKE Till- LETTERS IN Till. 

Word, — on the ground oi recognition ” — (1037) 
COMMENTARY 

“We hold the letters to be eternal, on the ground of Recognition , in 
the same way, the gestures made by the Hand aho me etornal , banco tho 
‘ Shaking ’ (of the Hand) that has been cited is ‘ devoid of the Probaiulum — 
[i e it is no< non-eternal] , hence that does not falsif\ our Premiss ” — 
(1637) 

Question — If this is so, and tho Gestures of the Hand, etc are eternal, 
how is it that these are not eogmsed always ’ 

Answer (from the Opponent) — 

TEXT (163S) 

“ That these are not apprehended always is due to the absence 
of the Indicator What would be the 1 producer under 

YOUR THEORY IS REGARDED BY US AS THE 

‘ Indicator ’ ”—(1638) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ These ’ — 1 e the Gestures, — 1 are not appieliended ahvais ’ , — just as, 
under your theory, the Gestures are not perceived alu avs, because of the 
absence of the producer., — so, under our view also, it is because of the absence 

of the indicator , so that the same explanation is available for both of us ’ 

This is what the Opponent means — (1638) 

The above argument is answered ns follows — 


TEXTS (1639-1640) 

It cannot be so , so long as the capacity is not obstructed, its 

COGNITION SHOULD BE THERE ALWAYS , IN THE ABSENCE OF THE 
SAID CAPACITY, IT SHOULD NEVER BE THERE AT ALL. 

Thus no 1 indicators ’ are possible for the 
GESTURES As REGARDS ‘ RECOGNITION ’ 
indicating etemahty , that has 
been already rejected 
—(1639-1640) 


COMMENTARY 

There are only two alternatives possible regaxdmg the capacity of the 
Gestures which are held to be ■ indicated ’ by certain indicators -By then- 
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nature (a) thej' have the capacity of bringing about cognitions — or (b) they 
do not have this capacity 

If they hove the said capacity, then the Cognition producible bv these 
should be there always — at all times , because their nature, being eternal, 
could not be obstructed by anything , because a thing to which (on account 
of its Etemality) no peculiarities can be added, can never, for that reason, 
be obstructed 

If, on the other hand, they do not have the capacity, then, in the absence 
of the capacity, the cognition producible by them could never be there 
So where would be the use of the Indicator ? 

For these reasons, it is not possible for the Gestmes, which are held to 
be eternal, to have any ‘ indicators 1 If they are non-eternal, however, it is 
possible for a new character to be produced by the Indicators, and hence 
in this ease, the presence of Inchoatives would be logical 

It has been asserted that — “ They are held to be eternal, like Letters, 
on the ground of Recognition ’’ — The answer to that is — 1 Ae regards 
Recognition, etc etc ' , — for the proving of etemality (the Probandum), Recogni- 
tion has been put forward as the Proban a , and this Recognition has been 
already rejected under the examination of the Permanence of Things ( Chapter 
VHt) —(1639-1640) 

It has been argued (under Text 1602 et seq ) that — “The absence of 
Ohattra having been cognised through Negation, etc etc ^ 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXTS (1341-1343) 


It cannot be bight to deduce the fact of Chaitba being outside 

THE HOUSE FROM THE FACT OF HIS ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE, BECAUSE, 
THERE BEING A CHANCE OF ms HAVING DIED, THE LATTER FACT IS 
CAPABLE OF ANOTHER EXPLANATION ALSO — IF IT IS THE ABSENCE 
OF THE living MAN IN THE HOUSE THAT IS MEANT TO BE THE BASIS OF 
the Presumption bringing about the idea of his being outside, 

-THIS ALSO CANNOT BE RIGHT , AS THE ELEMENT 01 CERTAIN T A 
WOULD BE LACKING WHEN A MAN WITH °^INA R Y POWEKS OF 

vision does not see Ohattra in the house he can have 
CERTAIN COGNITION REGARDING HIS BEING all VB -(1641-1643) 


COMMENTARY 


Another explanation' , -it is possible for 
House, without being outside 


Chaitra to bo absent m the 
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This shows the 1 Inconclusivo ’ character of tlio Benson put forward. 

It might bo argued that — “what is put fonrnrd ns tho bnsis of this 
particular instance of Presumption is tho nbsonco of tho livuui Dfindiittn in 
the House, — not mere absence.” 

Tins cannot be nght — “ Why ?" — Because tho fact of JicwdaUn bring 
ahie would still be doubtful So that the Probnns would bo open to the 
defect of being ‘ Doubtful — lienco — Inadmissible 

The ground of uncertainty is stated — ‘ When a man, etc. etc ' , — as there 
are no Means of Ascertaining the fact of Clmttra being alive, the ordinary 
man with ordinary powers of vision would always bo uncertain about it — 
(1641-1613) 


The following might be urged — “Even though tlio man with ordinary 
powers of vision could not have any means of perceiving tho foot of Chnitni 
being a lira, yet Inference and the other means of cognition would be tihrny s. 
available for him ” —This is what is urged in tho following — 


TEXT (1644). 

" THE CERTAKTY REGARDING his being alive being obtained through 
the Word or other Means of Cognition, — certainty 
regarding his absence in the house being obtained 
through Negation , — due validity would belong 
to the Presumption based upon t he 
Negation ’’ — (1644) 

COMMENTARY. 


an n J ' h ™ U9k the Woid 1 e when a word uttered by him is heard, or when 
cede engaged in austerities behind the wall says that Ghmlra is alive J 
absenfTf Ration ’_a 3 a Means of Cognition, -m the shape of the 
Obaitni'a v, 6r ° 6 ^ 1011 an< ^ other Means of Cognition, — the certainty of 
absence m In*™ m tne house being obtained,— it becomes known that the 
bslone m tv, = ti C011S6 18 ^ le ^ Wlns Chaitra , — then dne validity would 
1118 Presumption as based upon Negation. — (1641) 


The answer to aU this is as foUows 
S 



806 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER XIX 


TEXTS (1646-1647). 

Even then, the absence in the House is cognised prom the fac- 

OP ms NOT BEING SEEN THROUGH THE Eyes WHICH SHOWS THAT 
THE SAID ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE IS COGNISED THROUGH AN 

Inferential Indicative —One who is not in the house 
IS ALWAYS outside of it , — AS is POUND in THE CASE OP 
THE MAN STANDING IN THE COURTYARD SEEN BY 

men AT the gate , the Man inside the house 

PROVIDES THE TERM WHERE THE PbO- 
BANDUM IS KNOWN TO BE ABSENT — 

Prom all this it follows that 
this Presumption does not 
differ from Inference 
-(1645-1647) 

COMMENTARY 

This shows that Presumption is included under Inference 

For instance, Okaitra is the Subject, the Minor Term , — his being outside 
is the Probandum , — ‘ Bemg alive and yet not being m the house ’ is the 
Probans, of the nature of an ‘ effect ’ , — ‘ the man standing m the court- 
yard ' is the Corroborative Instance per similarity ; — ‘ the man m the house ’ 
is the Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity — 

‘ Sadana ’ is House 

The Invariable Concomitance (the Major Premiss) is indicated by the 
two Instances 

The Probans cannot be said to be ‘ inadmissible ’ Because absence m 
the House has been cognised by 1 the non-perception of what should have 
been perceived, if there ’ , as for the man being alive, this is said to be as- 
certained in accordance with the dootrmes of the other party In reality, 
the Probans is doubtful, as there is no Means for obtaining a certain cognition 
of bis being alive 

“ But it has been said that there are such means as the Word, etc ” 

In that ease, if his being alive has been duly ascertained by means of 
Word, etc , then that is enough to prove his existence outside what then is 
there left to be done by Presumption ? 

Thus, it is on the basis of the doctrines of the Opponent that we regard 
the Probans put forward by us as * admissible and through the Probans 
it lias been proved that Presumption is included under Inference —(1645- 
1647) 


End of Presumption 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (B) 

On ‘ Negation 

COMMENTARY. 

In regard to 1 Negation ’ — Abhaia — tlie Author sets forth the following 
views — 

TEXT (iC48) 

“ Ik the case of an object where the five Means of Cognition 

DO NOT FUNCTION FOR THE COMPREHENSION OF THE EXISTENCE OF 

that object, — Negation is the only Means of Cognition.” 

KumIrila ShlokavartiLa — Negation, 1] — (1648) 

COMMENTARY 

According to Mhnamsakas, entities are of two kinds— Positive and 
Negative, — the former being characterised by an, stance and the latter by 
non-existence , — and they hold that every object has two aspects— the existent 
and the non-existent , thus it being acknowledged that tlie Object has these two 

aspects, — the existent and the non-existent, — in the case of an object i e 

the non-existent aspect of the object, — the five Means of Cognition, ending 
with ‘ Presumption ’, do not junction, — for what ’—/or the comprehension of 
the existence of that object , — i e for apprehending the existent aspect of the 
object, — on the case of such cognisable object, in the shape of its non-existent 
aspect, ' Negation 1 is the only Means of Cognition 

Tins shows only the object cognisable by this Means of Cognition, not the 
form of the Cognition itself — (1G48) 

Question — What then is the form of this Cognition 9 

Ansuer — 

TEXT (1649) 

What is regarded to be ‘ Negation, a means of Cognition ’, is 
the non-functioning of Perception and the other Means of 

Cognition , this may consist either in ‘ the non-modifi- 
cation of the Soul ’, or in the cognition of another 
object ” — [Shlokavariika — Negation, II) —(1649) 

COMMENTARY 

What is regarded to be ‘ Negation, a Means of Cognition ’ is the non- 
functiomng of Perception and the other Means of Cognition 
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The term ‘ pramanubhava ’ may bo taken cither os the Gentnic— 
Talpuntsa Compound, or as the Karmadkaraya 

In some places the reading is ‘ pramane-abhata/t in which the meaning 
of the Locative ending would bo 1 among Prnmonas % — the singular number 
ill pramane ’ being due to all Pramdnas being referred to as a class 

Thus has Shabara svamm declared (under Su 1. 1 6) — 1 Negation 
consists in the absence of the Means of Cognition and it gives nso to the 
notion of a certain unseen object not existing ' 

Question — “ What is tins non-funotioiung (of the Means of Cognition) f ” 
Answer — ‘ This may consist, etc. etc’ — Tins — ic tho non-fiuictionmg 
of Perception and the rest, — may be said to consist in the Soul m a state 
of rest, not becoming modified into the form of the cognition of tho Jar 
or any such thing which may be meant to bo denied , — or it may consist 
m the cognition of the spot on the ground as devoid of tho said Jar etc 
—(1649) 

Objection — It is the absence of things that is colled ‘ AbhSia 
« legation ’ , how then can it be an entity * Certainly tho absence cannot 
he an entity. 

Anticipating this objection, the Mimamsala proceeds to prove that 
legation is an entity — 


TEXT (1650) 

‘The negation (absence) of things is apprehended imrs Turns 

IS NO APFBEHENSION OF THE THINGS THEMSELVES , AND IT Is 
DIVIDED UNDEK FOUB HEADS — ‘ THE PREVIOUS 
XEGATION ' AND THE REST ”• — (1050) 


COMMENTARY. 

If tho ‘ Negation of the Moans of Cognition ’ wcio not an entiti . then, 
as a non-entity, it would have no capacity at all , so tirnt there «uM be 
no cognition or idea of it ,-nor would there bo any d.vision of -Negation into 
the fom kinds of * Previous Negation ' and so forth And vet tins is not "0 
Hence inasmuch as tho Idea of Negation cannot bo oil J , 
and as the veil -known fourfold d.vision also of it cannot bo other*. 

^ - 

Negatmn being an entity ^ ^ t0 tho cheat 

and otlicr things — (iCoO) 

The following Texts proceed to show how 
heads ’ — 


‘it is divided under bn.r 
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TEXTS (1031-1654). 

“ (1) • That the Curd is not in the Milk ’ is v case or ‘ Previous 
Negation ' (2) ‘ That the Milk is not in the Curd ’ is \ 
case or ‘Destruction (3) ‘The non-existence or the 
Horse rs the Cow ’ is a case of ‘ Mutual Negation ’ " — 
[Sblolaiart i la— Negation . 2-3] — In this l.\st case, the Cow- 
does not have the form of the other, and hence this NEGATIA I 
character belongs to it bv itself * — (4) The teat toriion 
of the Habe's head, being devoid of hardness and height, 

AND HENCE THERE BEING NO HORNS IN THE HaRF,— THIS IS A CASE 

of Absolute Negation [ Shlokaiartika — Negation, 4] — If thf.rf 

WERE NO SUCH ENTITY AS ‘ NEGATION ’ CLASSED UNDER THESE 
SEVERAL HEADS OF ‘ PREVIOUS NEGATION ’ AND THE REST, — THEN 
THERE COULD BE NO USAGE BASED UPON THE DIFFERENTIATION OF 
CAUSES AND effects " — [Shlolaiarhla — Negation, 7] —(1651- 
1654) 

COMMENTARY. 


When in reference to the cause— such as Clay or Milk,— people have the 
idea ot the egect— the Jar or the Curd — not being there,— this is called 
Previous Negation ’. R this ' Previous Negation ’ were not an entity, the 
product, Curd, would always be there in the Milk 

In the same way, when in reference to the Curd, there is the idea of the 
aidk bang no longer there,— it is called ' Destruction If this Negation were 
not an entity then the Milk would still be there in the Curd 

Li reference to the Cow, there is the idea of its not being the Horse , 
tins is called Mutual Negation ’. Because the Cow does not have the form 
of the othei— the Horse-therefore this is called ‘Mutual Negation’. If 
tte Mutual Negation were not an entity, then the Horse would be there in 

and 2iT he ° f , th6 Hare ’ S head are found t0 be of growth 

‘ Abso i x^T ntL ; el7 n “ m the f0na 0f » died 

oftw ^ — Brea here also, m so far as the nature 

Headno^ Sg " * MufcualKe g“^’ flat 

Negation ’, m accordance mth th ^ b f en 88 exam P le o{ ' Absolute 
whenever Mutual Xeratin » ** notion of it In common parlance 

the eo-ordmaSoSl- Th, “ ^ ° f ’ ^ ^ “entioned in 

negation of the Hare’s Hnm h S * °° W ’ n0t “ Aorse ’ ■ “ th e ease of the 
not the Horn ’ If • absolute J" v ' ever ’ tbey do not sa l— ‘ This is the Hare, 
Horn would be there a! ° S> wre “°t an entity, then the Hare’s 
2-A}— If Negation were not Kumartla Shlolaeartila— Negation, 

he Curd m the Milk. ALR- , 6a ? 3 va hd Cognition then there would 

-thlk,-Mdk in the Curd,-the Cloth in the Jar, -the Horn 


‘ Tins sentence is not a quotation from the SMolauart.la 
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in the Hare, — sentience m the Earth and other substances, — Corporeality 
m the Soul, — Odour in Water, — Taste in Fire, — and both Odour and Taste 
along ivith Colour, m Air, — Touch and the other qualities’ m Akaslm — 
Here 1 sentience ’ stands for the soul , ‘ Corporeality ’ for solidity , — ‘ those 
two ’ — Odour and Taste — along with Colour, would be there m Air , — and 
Colour, Taste and Odour, along with Touch would be there m Alaska 

Further, there could' ha no differentiation into Causes and Effects m 
the transactions of the ordinary uorld, — if Negation did not exist m its 
various forms of ‘ Previous Negation ’ and the rest For instance, one 
who wants Curd, obtains Milk, — but one who wants Milk does not seek to 
obtain Curd , similarly one who wants the Cow does not secure the Horse ; 
nor docs the man who w ants the Horse seoure the Cow It is m this 
way that business is carried on in the world — (1651-1654) 

The following might be urged — Even if there is this fourfold division, 
how does that make Negation an entity "> 

The ansn er to this Is as follows — 


TEXT (1655) 

“ These several kinds (op Negation) coded not appertain to a 
Non-entity , hence Negation most be regarded a s an Entity , 
rob instance, the ‘ Negation ' of the Effect consists 
in THE ‘ presence ’ OF THE Cause ” — [ Shlohavdrhka 
Negation, 8] — (1655) 


COMMENTARY 

Them can be no division of a Non-entity, as division always rests in 
entities — Hence Negation must be an entity 

“ What sort of an entity can it be ? ” , , 

Answer — The Negation of the Effect, etc etc — a reset 
Cause-Milk, for instance-is what constitutes the Negation of the Effect 
Curd, and the Presence of the Effech-Ourd-.s what constitutes Rogation 
of the Cause — Milk It is » this way that Negation is an entity -{Woo) 

The following Tent seeks to prove, by means of Inference, that Negation 
is an entity — 

TEXT (1656) 

‘Or again Negation mat be regarded as an enh/y.-UKE the 

«*> ■■“»”= " - 
[Shlolatdrtila— Negation, <>] — (16o0) 

COMMENTARY 

* Negation « an 

support of tlus there are two Reasons in 
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exclusive, and inclusive notions and (2) ‘ because it is cognisable ’ , — * hie 
the Cow, etc. ’ is the Corroborative Instance. 

Of these, the 1 inclusive Notion ’ is the idea, m regard to all the four 
lands of negation, that ‘ it is Negation ’ , — the ‘ exclusive notion ’ is in the 
form of the differentiating idea as * Previous Negation is not Destruction 
—(1656) 

Rumania lias described three lands of Negation — (1) the ‘ Non- 
modifieation of the Soul ’ , — (2) ‘ the Cognition of some other particular 
object — as declared under Text 1649 (which is a quotation from tho 
Shlokavartiha — Negation, 11), — and (3) ‘mere cessation (non -functioning) 
of all Means of Cognition', as described by lum m this passage — ‘That 
Cogmtion is regarded (by the Buddhist) as Inference winch is brought about 
by the three-featured Probans , but that Means of Cogmtion winch consists 
m not being brought about (i e Negation) cannot stand in need of a Cause ' — 
{Shloknvdrtila — Negation. 44). 

In regard to this third kind of Negation, tho following Text anticipates 
and answers an objection — 


TEXT (1657). 

"‘If it be asked ‘ How can Negation be a Means (or Foim) of 
Cognition t ’—ode answer is— what sost of Object is it 
THAT IS cognised BY IT t JUST AS THE cognisable object is 
negative, so should the Means (oe Poem) of Cognition 
also BE understood to be "—[Shlokavarlikar- 
Negation, 45] — (1657) 


COMMENTARY. 

The^ following point may be raised-How can ‘Negation', which 
consists m non-appearance of Perception, be a Means of Cogmtion 7 

The answer to tins is~What sort of Object is it that is cognised by it 7 
The rejoinder may be_‘< What is cognised is negative m character ” 

should be u r/T a T Wer W ° UW be that >> the Met »* 0{ Cognition also 

then should 11 !* h ° d i t0 J ba ° £ thS Sam ® nature 38 the °^ 8Bt ^gmsed ; why 
CerL^ f asked how Negation can be a Means of Cogmtion 7- 

So ofiLtjS? b6 dSmed ^ thS ^ “ n be ° f the SSme natura as 


bn ^ UeStW n Negation may be a Means of Cogmtion ; but why should it 
0 dliferent from Perception and the test * 

■ditswer — 
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TEXTS (1658-1659) 

“ The negation of the Means of Cognition must be different from 
Perception and the rest, — because it is spoken of be the 
name ' Negation ', — like the negation of cognisable things — 

Or the negation (of things) must be cognised 
through a Means which is of the same nature as 

ITSELF, — BECAUSE IT IS SOMETHING COGNISABLE, — 

JUST LIKE THE POSITIVE ENTITY FOR 
THESE REASONS, THIS MEANS OF COGNI- 
TION MUST BE OF A NATURE DIFFER- 
ENT FROM THE positive " — 

[Sklokavdrtika — Negation, 

54-55] -(1658-1659) 


COMMENTARY 

The ‘ Negation, of Perception, and the other Means of Cogiutioni-must 
be regarded as a Means of Cognition different from Perception and the rest,— 
because it is spoken of by the name ‘ Negation just like the negation of 
cognisable things 

Or, the cognisable object named ‘ Negation ’ may be the subject (Minor 
Term), — the Probandum regarding it being that * it is cognisable through 
a Means of Cognition of the same nature as itself ’ ‘ because it is a cognisable 
object’ is the Probans the cognisable object called • positive is e 
Corroborative Instance Prom this it follows that the Means of Cognition 
which is of the same nature as the cognisable ‘negation must be dmtrnc 
from Perception and the rest which are positive in cliaraoter -(1658-1659) 

The above arguments (of Rumania, in support of * Negation ’ as a distinct 
Means of Cognition ) are answered m thB following— 


TEXT (1660) 

As REGARDS THESE ARGUBOENTS THE ‘ MODIFIOAnON’OF WfflEtmNAL 
ENTITY (SOUL) HAS BEEN REJECTED ALREADY , THE EXISTENCE 
OF THE CONTRARY OF SUCH A 1 MODIFICATION CAN- 

»» **■ ‘NOT BE OCCASIONAL 4 (1660) 


COMMENTARY 


This shows the ‘ impossibility ’ °f 
< the non -modification of the Soul (see 


the first definition of Negation as 
Text 1649) What is meant is as 
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follows — By the process of Preclusion. ‘ non -modification ’ is something 
* contiarv to modification ' ; it is tins, ns appearing at certain times, that is 
meant to be the characteristic feature of ‘ Kogation ’. If it v. cro not tins 
occasiomi * non-modification ’ tliat is meant by tlio process of Preclusion, 
then the thing defined would be there at all times — Such 1 non-modification ’ 
is not possible m the case of the Soul , as the possibility of any modification 
of an eternal entity has been already rejected Undor tile circumstances, 
how could there be any basis for wliat is only the contrary of that 
Modification by the process of Preclusion ’ 

The ‘ sattia ’, ' entity ’, meant here is the Soul, winch is qualified by 
the adjective ‘ mtya ’, 'eternal’ — Or, the compound 1 nilyasatlva ’ may bo 
expounded as * that of which, the sattva, existence, is mtya eternal ’ ; that is, 
eternal 

‘ The existence of the contrary of such modification ’ , — •* the contrary of 
modification ’ is non-modification , — this cannot be occasional ; it must be 
eternal , as being always of one and the same form, the Soul is one only — 
( 1660 ) 


The following might be urged — “ Non-modification is not of the nature of 
‘ something contrary to modification it is only of the nature of the ‘ absence 
of modification’ , so that the definition cannot bo impossible ” 

The answer to this is as follows • — 


TEXT (1661) 

If what is meant by ‘ non-modification ’ is only the absence of 
modification , — then, as the entity concebned is etebnal, 
this should be understood to be thebe at all 
times, as it neveb ceases — ( 1661 ) 


COMMENTARY. 


' TatpratihfipamStrStma ‘ Tat ’ is modification ‘ Pratiksepa ’ is denial, 

absence,— malm ’ , s only , -that which has this absence of modification 
ior its essence 


‘ This ’ i e the ‘ non-modification ’ m the form of 
tions should be always of one and the same form 
modification of the Soul — (1661) 


* absence of modifiea- 
; as there can be no 


In the following Texts, the possibility of ' non-modification ’ is taken for 
granted, and then it is shown that the definition is too wide . 
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TEXTS (1662-1664) 

Ob, there may be ' non-modification ’ of the Soul Even so, 

THE DEFINITION IS WRONG BECAUSE IN THE STATE OF SLEEP, 
SWOON AND THE LIKE, EVEN THOUGH THIS (NON-MODIFICATION OF 
SOUL) IS THEBE, THE OBJECTS (OF COGNITION) ARE THERE — IF 
THEN, THE * NON-MODIFICATION OF THE SOUL 1 BE HELD TO BE IN 
REFERENCE TO THE JAR AND OTHER THINGS, ON THE GROUND THAT 
WHEN THERE ARE OTHER COGNITIONS, THE PLACE CONCERNED IS 
SEEN TO BE DEVOID OF THOSE THINGS, — THEN, EVEN BY THIS EXPLANA- 
TION, WHAT MORE HAS BEEN SAID IN ADDITION TO WHAT IS SAID IN 
THE SECOND DEFINITION (OF NEGATION) THAT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED, 
— IN VIEW WHEREOF THE TWO DEFINITIONS HAVE BEEN PUT FORWARD 
AS ALTERNATIVES * — (1662-1664) 


’ COMMENTARY 

‘ Wrong ’ — Too wide 

• Swoon and the like ’ — ‘ And the like ’ is meant to include those condi- 
tions where there is interception, or the tiling is behind one’s back 

‘ Even though this is there i e even though the Soul is there, not- 
modified into the form of the Cognition of the Jar and other things 

[Says the Opponent}— “ Even though cognition other than those 
based on real objects are there, this is cognition of the place as deirnd of the 
Jar and such real substances,— and it is this that is meant by ‘ non-modihca- 
tion ’ , as the Soul (under the states) is not modified into the form of the 
cognition of the Jar, etc [and thus Hus precludes the cases of sleep, swoon 
and the like} Tasya ’ stands for the Sold — ■ Asau ’ stands for non modifi- 

“f”th, is what is meant (by the first defin.t.on) then then uould be 
nothing said (in the first defimt.on) which differentiated tins defimhon from 
the second definition (put forward in Text 1649) to the effect that >.oga on 
is the cognition of some other object ' , so that the putting foninrd 
alternative view*! would be useless — (1662 1664) 

The following Text points out the defect in the second definition of 
Negation (put forward under Text 1049) 

TEXT (1665) 

WTHCH IS NOT PERCEPTIBLE — (16Bo) 

COMMENTARY 

, , , n flunks removed m time, place and nature 

-Even that, etc etc - the form of ‘ the copmt.on of 

• Second hnd of Negation 
something else ’ — (1605) 
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TEXT (1606) 

•“What is cognised through the said cognition of some other thing, 

IN THE SHAPE OF THE PLACE DEVOID OF THE THING IN QUESTION, 

IS THE NON-EXISTENCE OF ONLY THAT WHICH IS VS CAPABLE OF 
BEING COGNISED AS THE OTHER THING COGNISED, — WHEN 
OTHER CAUSES ARE PRESENT ”, — IF THIS IS WHAT 
IS MEANT [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE 
FOLLOWING Text] — (1666) 

COMMENTARY 

Tlio following might be urged — “ Wlmt wo mean to prov c is not the 
non-existence of all that is not perceived , it is the non-existence of only that 
which is as capable of being cognised ns the place devoid of the Jar and other 
things , — l e that only which would be perceptible if it n ere there 

‘ Through the cognition of some other thing — i e on the cognition of the 
place devoid of the Jar and other things ” — (1066) 

The answer to the above is as follows . — 


TEXTS (1667-1670) 

[Under the circumstances] the * non-existence ’ should be said 

TO BE OF ONLY THAT PERCEPTION WHICH ENVISAGES THE PER- 
CEPTIBLE OBJECT, — NOT OF OTHERS , AS THAT WOULD BE FALSE 

How TOO IS IT KNOWN THAT the cognition of the other thing has come 
ABOUT, WHEN COGNITIONS THEMSELVES ARE NOT PERCEPTIBLE I 

If it is known through Presumption, that too is of the nature 
of Cognition,— how then is it itself cognised « If another 
Presumption is suggested, then there is an infinite regress — 
If the ‘ negation oe cognition ’ is an entity, the * negation 

OF THE COGNISED OBJECT ’ ALSO SHOULD BE THE SAME UNDER 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES WHY DO YOU NOT INCLUDE ‘NEGATION’ UNDER 

Perception ’ itself ? — (1667-1670) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Shakyadarshana ’ is that thing the Perception of which is possible, i e 
what is perceptible ' Ibha ' is form, figure hence what is meant is that 
Perception which envisages the perceptible thing 

‘ Not of others i e of Inference and the rest ; because what is cognised 
through these is imperceptible , and the absence of these is not followed by 
the absence or negation of thing* removed m tune, place and nature , so that 
the absence or negation of these would he false (if brought forward as bringing 
about the Negation of these things) Hence there would be no sensem 
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adding the term ‘and the rest ’ in the phrase ‘negation of Perception and 

ths T&St 

Further, if * the cognition of a thing other than that ’ were definite and 
certain, then it must be admitted that it proves the absence of the counter- 
entity Otherwise, if the Negation were proved as merely existing, then 
it would mean that the negation m question has become cognised by nil 
men, through the said cognition of the other thing ’ appearing in any one 
person only In that case, how could the Mimamsaha, who regards Cogni- 
tion as imperceptible, become cognisant of that ‘Cognition of another 
thing ’ ? — He would never be able to cognise it 

' If through Presumption ' , — ‘if it is cognised ’ — this has to be construed 
here, from the Context , — as has been asserted m the statement — ‘ As there 
can be no idea of the object that is not cognised, the cognition of the thing 
is inferred from the inferential indicative m the shape of the Idea of the 
thing ’ , — here the term ‘ inferential inchoative 1 stands for Presumption , — 
and ‘ cognition of the thing ' means that cognition which can he explained 
otherwise than on the basis of the said Presumption , — ‘ inferred 1 stands for 
definitely cognised 

In that case, as this Presumption also would be a Cognition, — it lias 
to be explained how it is itself cognised 

If the answer be that “ it is cognised through another Presumption ", — 
then, there would be an infinite regress __ „ 

Then agam, if the idea of Negation being an entity is admitted, then, 
just as the ‘ negation of the Means of Cognition ’ is an entity, the * nega- 
tion of the object cognised ’ also should be an entity , and in that case, 
being an entity, why cannot Negation be regarded as cognised through 
Perception itself ? In that case there would be no need for postulating a 
distinct Meahs of Cognition for the Cognition of Negation — (1667—1670) 

The following Text supports the same idea of Negation being included 
under Perception — 

TEXT (167 1) 

The * Negation of the effect ’ consists in the presence or rut 
Cause , and this latter is of a nature distinct from tiif. 

■ OTHER AND IS APPREHENDED BY PERCEPTION 
ITSELF — (1671) 


COMMENTARY. 

It has been declared (bv Rumania himself, see Text 1655 above) that 
• The Negation of the effect consists in the presence of the Cause and this 
‘ presence of the Cause ’ is of n nature— character— distinct from tho Eff , 
and it is apprehended by Perception itself, so that what other aspect of 
‘ Negation ’ .s left to be cognised, for tlic sake of which Negation would 
a distinct Means of Cognition ’ 
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This argument may bo formulated at. follows — When one Moons of 
Cognition has no cognisable object otlici than that of another Moans of 
Cognition, then it cannot be a distinct Means of Cognition , — e g a seventh 
Means of Cognition, — 1 Negation ’ lias no cognisable object apart from what 
is cognised by Perception , hence the assumption of such a distinct Means 
of Cognition would befalling m the fulfilment of the wider condition — (1C71) 

The Opponent urges the ‘ inadmissibility ’ of the Beeson adduced in this 
argument— 


TEXTS (1(572-1073) 

x ' As A MATTER OF FACT, IN THE CASE <ir EVERYTHING WHICH IS ALWAYS 

existent in its own form, and non-existent in the form of other 

THINGS, — IT IS ONLY A CERTAIN ASPECT THAT IS COGNISED 
THROUGH CERTAIN MEANS AT CERTAIN TIMES AND IT IS 
ONLY WHEN THE existent (POSITIVE) ASPECT IS TO BE 
COGNISED THAT PERCEPTION AND THE REST COME 
in , and when the non-existent (NEGATIVE) 

ASPECT IS TO BE APPREHENDED, THE 
OPERATION OF THE NON-APPEAR- 
ANCE of Perception and the 
rest’ (i e. ‘ Kegation’) 
comes rs.” — 

(1672-1673) 


COMMENTARY 

“There would have beau no object left to be cognised by legation if 
objects had only one aspect , as a matter of fact, however, objects have two 

e: "TV P03ltlVe) m triair and non-existent 

(negative) in the form of other things , there thus being two aspects of every 

object, there is only a certain aspect of it that is cognised through a certain 
Means,— all aspects are not cognised by all Means of Cognition 

etc 't" 1S n fUrtller 6Xpklned -' * ™ the Positive aspect, 

etc -men the Positive aspect of the Object is apprehended, then 
there is the operation of the five Means of Cognition, Perception and the- 

h ’ When h0W6Ver 18 the ^S^ive aspect that is 

ant to be apprehended then there is operation of the ‘non-appearance of 
•Perception, etc ie of Negation V’ — (1672-1673) 

. , EaaSoa would have been 1 inadmissible ’ if one and the same thing 
had both (positive and negative) characters, as a mattei of fact however 
the presence of two characters in the same object is incongruous —This ,s 
what is shown m the following— 
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TEXT (1674). 

It is the form {aspect) of the Thing itself that is held to be ' dif- 
ferentiated ’ , IT IS IN THAT SAME FORM THAT IT EXISTS, AND 
IT IS IN THIS FORM THAT IT IS PERCEIVED — (1674) 

COMMENTARY 

When the thing is ‘ differentiated ’ from another thing, it is not m any 
other form , in fact it is differentiated in its ou,n form , hence it is the form 
of the thing itself winch is apprehended as differentiated from the other thing , 
as it remains in its own form That form m which it is differentiated, — m 
that form, the Thing is always existent, never non-existent This tiling is 
perceived in the form in which it is differentiated from other things , so that 
there is no apprehension of any second form or aspect of that thing — (1674) 

It has thus been shown that the postulating of the two forms (aspects) 
of things is incompatible with Perception , the following Texts show that it 
is incompatible with Inference — 


TEXTS (1675-1677) 

What is capable of eifecttve action is said to be * existent 

OTHER THAN THAT IS SAID TO BE ‘ NON-EXISTENT ’ , THE TWO CAN- 
NOT EXIST TOGETHER IN THE SAME SUBSTRATUM, AS THEY ARE CON- 
TRADICTORY — “ But the same thing may be capable of that 
effective action which it can itself accomplish, but incapable 

OF ANOTHER (EFFECTIVE ACTION) ” — IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT 

THE dual character can never subsist in any single thing If 

IT IS SOMETHING ELSE THAT IS REGARDED AS ‘ INCAPABLE ’ OF THE 
OTHER ACTION, — THEN THEBE ARE TWO THINGS , AND THE DUAL 
CHARACTER DOES NOT BELONG TO ONE AND THE SAME THING 

(1675-1677) 

COMMENTARY 


(A) That which is capable of effective action is ‘ existent/,— for 
example that aspect of the thing which is regarded as ‘ existent 1 ,-and 
what is held to be 1 non-existent ’ is not capable of effective action , hence 

this is a Reason based upon the nature of things 

(B) Things that aie mutually contradictory can never coexist in the same 
thine —e e Light and Shade, or Heat and Cold, -the existent and non- 
existent aspects are mutually contradictory ,-*o the idea that they eoex.s 

'“SXiT! ' — 

* " . . ryu a f, «c to sav. one and tliQ some 

action which can be accomplished by itself. 



OTHER POEMS AND MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE 


819 


and also incapable of that effective action which can bo accomplished bv 
others , hence the Probans based upon the capability for effective action can- 
not be admissible , because the thing, is not admitted as capable of efficient 
action, m regard to such action ns can be accomplished by others Nor 
is there any contradiction between ‘ existence ’ and ' non-existence as the 
two are m reference to distinct aspects of the thing , for instance, the 
thing is called 1 existent ’ in reference to such effective action as can bo accom- 
plished by itself , and that same tlung — not another — iscnlled ‘non-existont m 
reference to such action as can be accomplished by others , there would have 
been ‘ contradiction ’ if it had been called ‘ non-existent * also m reference 
to the action accomplished by itself ” 

The answer to tins is as follows — ‘ As a matter of fact, etc etc ’ , — That 
samo riling which is ‘ capable ’ of the action that can be accomplished by 
itself, is ‘incapable ’ of that which can be accomplished by others , — and it is 
not any other thing Things do not differ through difference m their rela- 
tives or through difference in words , — because the thing is impartite 

Tat stands for ’tasmat’, ‘for these reasons*. — For these reasons, the 
dual character can never belong to the same thing 

If it be held that— “ the aspect that is incapable of such action as can 
be accomplished by others is different from that which is capable of effective 
action ” This is what is introduced by the words * If it u something else 
etc etc’. ' 

The answer to this is that there are two things,— that which is 
capable of effective action is one thing, and that which is incapable is the 
second tlnng , so that m saying what you have said, you have asserted the 
lW ° thlngS ’ and n0t the dual as P eot ° f one and s»mo thing— 


The Rowing text points out defects in the third definition of ‘ Negation 
put forward— that it consists merely m the absence of Means of Cognition 


ItSAi (1678). 

The idea of ‘Negation * being an entity having been previously 
accepted, why is it described to be featureless ( 1678 ) 

COMMENTARY - 

non-m^STSe’^ou^r 8361 ^ 11 ** ‘ Kegat ' 0n 0< ™ «.e 

(Text 1649). ° Ul * “ the of something else’ 

that — “ Just as the^o^sable ^ KumSnIa > 6ee Text 1657) 

cognition also be understood to be ” eg !' tlVB ' 80 should the Means of 
or Form of Cognition consists in th ’ fr ° m , WhlCh 1S clear that the Means 
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to what is ontiroly featureless ; this is what is meant ; and this same idea is 
going to bo put forward again (in the following Text) — (1878) 

This same idea is further explained — 


TEXT (1679) 

The object that is featureless being devoid of the form of 

Cognition, cannot be a Means or Form of Cognition , as this 
is always of the natuee of Cognition — (1679) 

COMMENTARY. 

' This ’ — i e Means or Form of Cognition 

That which is not of the nature of the cognition of things cannot be a 
* Means or Form of Cognition — e g the Jar and such things , — and Negation 
is devoid of the nature of the cognition of things; — hence there is non- 
apprehonsion of the wider character (which must mean the absence of the 
loss wide character). — (1679) 

The following might be urged — “ The Eye and the other organs are not 
of the nature of the cognition of things,— and yet, as they serve as causes 
bringing about the cognition of things, they are called ‘ Means of Cognition ’ , 
the same would be the case with * Negation ’ also , so that the Reason adduced 
is not true (Inconclusive) ” 

N Tins is the argument anticipated and or.swered in the following 


TEXT (1680) 

If it is urged that— “Negation is a Means of Cognition because— 
t.ttct; the Eye, etc —it serves as the cause of Cognition ”, 
—then (our answer is that) what is entirely 
featureless can never serve as the 
Cause of anything — (1680) 


COMMENTARY. 

It is not right to make assumptions on the basis of the figurative idea 
of bemg S the^'eauso of cognition • , because what is entirely »£*- and 
hence devoid of all capacity, cannot he rightly regarded asaCa^c If 
were so regarded, it would cease to be featureless, and further, as wh t 
featureless cannot be specially related to any parheodar 
cognition were brought about by it, it would never cease at all.— (16S0) 
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TEXTS (1681-1683) 


Then again, being devoid or the form of Cognition, how would 
the ■ Negation ’ be apprehended * — If rr were held to be 

APPREHENDED BY THE ABSENCE— I E NEGATION— OF THE COGNITION 
RELATING TO IT, — THEN THERE WOULD BE NO END (TO THE ASSUMP- 
TION of such Negations) —If, then, the non-existence of the 
Cognition were apprehended through the absence of the 
cognised thing, — and the non-existence of the cognised thing 
WERE APPREHENDED THROUGH THE absence of Cognition, — THERE 
WOULD BE MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENCE — HENCE THE FACT IS THAT 

WHAT IS THE Perception of one thing is called the Ncm-perceptton 

OP ANOTHER , — AND THE SAID PcMphon COMES ABOUT BY ITSELF, 
BECAUSE BY ITS VERY NATURE IT IS noi-iark (SELF-LUMINOUS) — 

(1681-1683) 

COMMENTARY 


Then again, what is itself no! known cannot bring about the Cognition 
of anything else if it did, it would lead to absurdities ; this has been nlread v 
explained , so it has to be explained m what way * Negation ’ itself is known 
It cannot ha cognised by itself ; as if it were so, then the negation, or absence, 
of the object also would be cognised by itself, and there would be no need 
for postulating a Means of Cognition m the shape of ‘Negation ’• as this is 

“ rv° r «rr po9e of bnagine aw thB «*»*£. «* Ct 

iLhltl r gatJ ° n ° f the ° bjeCt ha ™ been cognised by 

itaelf, like .the negation of the Means of Cognition -Nor can ,t be resided as 

cognised by its own Cognition, because, ex l wpo/liest it is ‘d B ™,ri f 

Moans of Cogmbon^a^uponTtself ° f th ° 

-how is this latter Negation known 

-other Negabon,-then there would be an infimte re-L £L w* 
thus declared — ‘ Otherwise the - egress This has been 

known by another Non-apprehension • so there ^ Ap P rehenslon 
In order to avoid tins InfinTu ’ “ m&mte «g*>ss > 

of Negation is due to ttT a £Se wT ^ that Cognition 

tbere is mutual *££££ J ~But in that ease 

Of Cognition is cogmsed through the ulstanC!B . «ie Negation of the Means 
and the negation of the ObS 1S “ gmtl ° n ° f the Negation of the Object, 

negate of the Means of CogLion thTtl s f S the of 

is quite clear — Thus you are rert>,’ -j * defect of mutual interdependence 
the Javelin throws out the Eye-balTf ^ 00ndltl011 where the thrust of 

only in f apprehension of one thing consists 

Me - * KssSEr 4 ■ Negation • need aot be a 
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The following might be urged . — “ How is that apprehension of one 
thing known ! What lias been urged against the Cognition of Negation would 
apply to that also ” 

The answer to this is that — ' the said Perception, etc etc ' — That is, the 
Perception of the one thing becomes cognised by itself, — not through any- 
thing else j hence in this case there is no Infinite Begress — “ Why 1 ” — 
Because, by its very nature, — in its own form, — st is not-dark, — 1 e it is of the 
nature of Light (which is self-luminous). — Nor would cognition through mere 
presence lead to incongruities, as nothing else (except Cognition) is of the 
nature of Light (i e self-luminous) — (1681—1683) 

Question — “Why should there be this hostility towards the appre- 
hension of Cognition through something else ? ” 

Answer . — 


TEXTS (1684-1686) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE APPREHENSION OF COGNITION THROUGH 
SOMETHING ELSE IS NOT POSSIBLE IN ANYWAY, — EITHER (a) THROUGH 
the Inferential Indicative,— or (6) through another cogni- - 
tion (Perception), — or (c) through Presumption — There being 

A POSSIBILITY OF OBJECTIONS BEING RAISED AGAINST ALL THESE 
THREE, THERE WOULD BE SEVERAL INFINITE REGRESSES CREEPING 
IN FOR YOU — [IT MUST BE ADMITTED THEREFORE THAT] AS AMONG 
THINGS EQUALLY CAPABLE OF BEING APPREHENDED, THE APPRE- 
HENSION OF ONE LEADS TO THE DEFINITE COGNTHtON THAT THE 

others are non-existent — (1684—1686) 


COMMENTARY. 

(1) Some people hold that Cognition is cognisable through the Inferential 
Indicative this Inferential Indicative being either in the form c f th6 I “™ 
of a thing, or m that of an Action, or m that of a thing perceptible by the 

senses, or some manifest object, and so forth 

(2) Others hold that Cognition is perceived through another Cogmb n, 
and not sett-cognised,— because the operation of anything upon itself involves 

again hold that it is cognised through Presumption based 
upon 4e inexplicability (otherwise) of what is duly known ; i e the idea of 
Siung being Lion would be inexphcable if the Cognition 
not there, the Cognition itself being by its nature duU (non-mtelhgent, dark) 

.•Arf ,!■«. IbK. •» <*» M*™* 1 

— such as — ‘ How is the Inferential Indicative i^tt knows , 

-there will be several Infinite Regresses creeping t» ~J 0r ™ ' on 
Inferential Indicative and the rest could not he cognised until Oogmtio 
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is cognised , hence its cognition should be sought for from somewhere else ; 
— and for that also, it would be necessary to have recourse to another In- 
ferential Indicative and so forth. This same process being urged against 
each of the three theories, — there would be an endless Infinite Regress. 

From aE this, the nght conclusion would be that the apprehension of 
one thing brings about the Cognition of the non-existence of other things — 
When one has to deny the tune and place of things, the negation 
(denial) is made of the perceptible things themselves, as it is these latter 
that stand on the seme footing as the thing that has been apprehended ; it 
being impossible to deny anything else If sameness were denied, then all 
would be denied, — as has been seen before , because all things become 
included under ‘ what is not — that thing — which is apprehended — according 
to the principle that ‘ what is not the same as one thing is another thing — 
(1684-1886) 

Question . — 


TEXT (1687) 

“What is that one thing on the cognition whereof the sky is 
cognised as moon-less * How too is the absence of 
all Sound cognised anywhere t ” — (1687) 


COMMENTARY 

(Says the Opponent]—' " When a man notices the absence of the Moon 
in th e AkSsha, there is no apprehension of any one thing, bv virtue of which 
it could be said that from the apprehension of that one thing follows the 
apprehension of the non-existence of other things , specially as there is no 
such real thing as Akasha which could be apprehended as devoid of the 

“ b °" JT ’v f' S v Wlaoh 0thers W Postulated as something real 
is beyond the reach of the senses -Then again, when at a certam place the 

JTT/ *1» .ppr.h,™,o„ Of rt,, a„, 

rr:? 1 sa,ri , t 1 sr*sr- 

wsssrj € =££5 

theotherwlIab^^rl JdTtS T “ ^ *** " B * aP 

ent upon one another ’ u n . a, e OT ® :utl ° n an< t ? 6t are not depend- 

from the appreCon « -id to proceed 

apart from the^r ^ *** -'Tune’ 

Time that is accepted bv the «, ’ h ° S6 apprehensi011 couI d be there The 
-(1687) aooe Pted by the other party ia also something beyond the senses ’*! 


The answer to the above 


is as follows : — 
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TESTS (1888-1689) 

As A MATTER OF PACT (ALL THAT IS PERCEIVED IS) THE MttSS of Light 

and Shade, which the observes regards as ‘ Alaska ‘ , anything 

APART PROM THAT HAS NO EXISTENCE , NOR IS IT PERCEIVED — In 

the case op the absence of all Sounds also, its cognition 

IS DUE TO THE NON-PEBCEPTION OP ITS EFFECT , AND 
THIS NON-PERCEPTION IS COGNISED ULTIMATELY 
THROUGH THE SELF-COGNITION OF OTHER 

Cognitions — (1688-1689) 


COMMENTARY 

< Of the mass of Light and Shade ' ; — add — ' on the perception of ’ , — 
this same— mass of Light and Shade — is regarded by the observer as 
‘ Akasha nothing apart from that. For instance, during the day or night, 
the man perceives the 1 Alaska ’ to he ‘ like sapphire ’ or ‘ like the Cloud ’ , 
and for the other party, the AkSsha has neither colour nor shape 

‘ Anything apart from that ’ , — that is, anything like the Akasha postulated 
by the other party has no existence apart from the said Mass of Light and 
Shade , and if it does exist, it is not perceptible by the senses 

As regards the absence of all sounds also, it is cognised through the non- 
apprehension of its effect in the shape of Auditory Cognition , and this non- 
apprehensron is cognised through the apprehension of the Visual and other 
Cognitions , so that here also there is the apprehension of one thing, in the 
shape of the apprehension of these other Cognitions 

Says the Opponent — “ All cases of the existence of the Causes are not 
covered bv the existence of the Effect, by virtue of which the existence of the 
Effect, on its cessation, would preclude the existence of the Cause also That 
this cannot be the ease is due to the fact that Causes are not always effective 

not say that all cases of the existence of the Cause 
are covered by the existence of the Effect , what we say is that tor 

2 £ -I * *- 

apprehension of the effect m the sh fP® thfjar which would hove been 

the absence that is cognised is only that of th d ^ 

perceptible (if it were there), -and no f has not been obstructed 

that which is perceptible ? That alone w os P ^ ‘ ica , ar c h arac ter,—end 
Because Perceptibility has been esc otterwl8e , here also, 

what is the character of a thing M ust p ^ Apprehension 

all oases of the Existence of t e ar w non . perva ding factor could not lead 
of the Jar , and hence the absence o P wou ld be no cognition 

to the absence of the un-pervaded factor , ana 



OTHER FORMS AND MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE 


825 


of the absence of the Jar. It is for tins reason that in all cases, the 
non-apprehension of the character of the thing leads to the thing being 
regarded as non-existent In reality however what has to bo perceived is 
the non-apprehension of the effect (which leads to the cognition of the 
non-existence of the Cause) — (1688-1689) 

The following Text proceeds to show the 1 Inconclusive ’ character of the 
Season — * because it is spoken of by the name Negation [therefore Negation 
should be regarded as different from Perception and the rest ’ , see 
Text 1658] 


TEXT (1690) 

Thus, it being established that Negation is essentially a positive 
entity, the fact of its being spoken of by the name Negation is 

NOT INCOMPATIBLE WITH ITS BEING INCLUDED (UNDER OTHER 
MEANS OR FORMS OF COGNITION) — (1690) 

COMMENTARY 

Thus , i e under the principle that ‘ the perception of one thing is 
what is called the non-perception of other things ’ and so forth 

t Ti, e fact, etc etc ’ — Even when ‘ Negation ’ is included under * Percep- 
tion ’, the fact of its being spoken of by the name ‘ Negation ’ does not 
become incompatible 

This shows that the Probans put forward by the Opponent is not absent 
Where the contrary of the Probandum is present — (1690) 


TEXT (1691) 

As REGARDS THE CONTENTION (UNDER Text 1659) THAT “NEGATION 
MUST BE COGNISED BY A MEANS WHICH IS OF THE SAME NATURE 
AS ITSELF ”, — THIS IS ENTIRELY SUPERFLUOUS , AS 
EVEN IN WHAT WE ASSERT THERE IS THAT 

, sameness of nature —(1691) 


COMMENTARY 

shape Of fto apprehemTon Of ^ ""f"' 6 ’’~ _the ‘ hon-apprehension ’, m the 
In this coLerhn f e hmg ehe ’ bem s negative in character 

cognitio^ri^ar^ £ f0lWg 0bJe0ti0n 

Perception and the rest >»" ence of things cannot be included nnder 

of things, while vZXn Z e tt ea T SeS ^ 
can it be regarded as mve hd d i ermsa 8 e positive things nor 

things Wheuyou (BuddWsT 8 If “ oonforaut y «» real state of 
you cannot deny the ° bS ° 1Ute destructloa of thmgs. 
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What has been explained above disposes of this objection also. In the 
case m question, what the particular Conceptual Thought envisages is not 
pure negation devoid of all specifications of time, place, etc , — it envisages 
the qualified Negation in the form that at a certain place ‘ the Jar is not * , 
and that it is so is due to the fact that the Place, etc have the capacity of 
being perceived. Thus it is that Negation is not regarded as a distinct Means 
or Form of Cognition , because what is conceived is only such empty place 
as has been apprehended by Perception — Even if there were apprehension 
of pure, unqualified, Negation, the cognition apprehending it could not be 
regarded as valid, because it would be envisaging a non-entity , and all con- 
sideration of the validity of cognitions, by men seeking for effective action, 
relates to entities only. — What has been urged therefore is beneath notice — 
( 1691 ) 


End of Negation 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (E). 

On ‘ Yukti ’ (Ratiocination) 
and 

* Anupalabdhi ’ {Non-Apprehension). 

The author argues as follows, in connection -with * Ratiocination ’ and 
‘ Non-apprehension ’ (as distinct Means of Cognition) : — 


TEXTS (1692-1695). 


(A) “That thing comes about when this thing is thebe, and it 

DOES NOT COME ABOUT, WHEN IT IS NOT THEBE, — THEREFORE IT 
PROCEEDS FROM THAT ”, — THIS IS O ADDED ‘ RATIOCINATION THE 

sage Charaht has declared that it is a distinct Means of 
Cognition , because it cannot be Inference, as no Corrobora- 
tive Instance is available ” — 

(B) "When a certain thing is cognisable by an apprehension, — 

THEN, FROM THE ABSENCE OF THAT APPREHENSION, ONE DEDUCES 

THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THAT THING , THIS IS REGARDED AS ‘ XON- 

APPREHENSION ’ — THIS ALSO IS A DISTINCT MEANS OF COGNITION, 
AS IT DOES NOT NEED A CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE AND OTHER 
FACTORS In FACT, IN THE INSTANCE ALSO, NON-EXISTENCE WOULD 
BE COGNISED BY MEANS OF THIS SAME ' NON- APPREHENSION ’ ” 

(1692-1695) 

COMMENTARY. 


When a thing is cognised as being the effect of a certain thing, on the 
ground of its being produced only when the latter is present,— it is regarded 
as a case of ‘ Ratiocination ’.—As it is conceptual, it cannot be Perception ; 
nor can it be Inference, as there is no Corroborative Instance ; and if there 

7*22 ^T 8 ; th r alB0 th ° notaon o£ an Be due to 

ZL P : d ^T W 2 n 2 w Present ’ and m BU PP° rt of that, another 
T mZJr haV6 *° 136 e ° Ught fM ; md B ° « and on, there would be 

sage Oharn^Z « J"' > - aa *“ ®» 

from the nW there is cognition of the non-existence of a thing derived 

anTthereasZT ° ? * ***»**>»• * « • -so of ‘ Non-appre Won ’ ; 

El8 ° aS a Means of Coition are to 

m the case of Ratiocination’ — (1692-1695) 


The above is refuted in the following— 
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. TEXT (1696) 

There is no restriction regarding the cognition of Cause and 
Effect, and the cognition of Non-existence , and e> the 
cases cited there is no difference between the 
PBOBANS AND THE PROBANDUM — (1696) 

COMMENTARY 

The compound ' Karyalaranata, etc ’ is to be expounded as the ‘ prati- 
pcilti ’, cognition, of * Karyalaranata the relation of Cause and Effect, and 
of ‘ dbhava ‘ non-existence ’ ; the cognition, of the relation of Cause and 
Effect is said to be by means of ‘ Ratiocination and the cognition of * non- 
existence by means of Non-apprehension ’ 

‘ Asyam ’ — in the two cases cited — of ‘ Ratiocination ’ and * Non-appre- 
hetision ’, — there is no difference between the Probans and the Probandum 
—(1696) 

How there is no difference is shown in the following — 


TEXT (1697) 

The relation of * cause and effect ’ is nothing other than that 
ONE THING IS PRODUCED ONLY WHEN THE OTHER IS THERE , 

nor is non-exislence known to be any thing other 

than the ‘ NON-PERCEPTION ’ OF WHAT IS 
PERCEPTIBLE — (1697) 


COMMENTARY 

In the case of ‘Ratiocination’, there is no difference between the 
Probans and the Probandum , because the reason (Probans) is too fact of one 
thing being produced only when the other is there ,- the relation of Game and 
Effect is the Probandum , and we find no difference between ^se two^the 
two are synonymous, HUe the terms ‘ tarn' and padapa (both meaning 

2V * e L the case of ‘ Non-apprehension ’ also, there is no difference between the 
Cause and the Effect For instance, if mere absence of apprehension is mean 

L the tnfimte Regress and other objeotaons urged above If, on the otne 
hand, the ‘Non-apprehension’ ^^^^^^S^onVXt 
thing else ’, then it becomes a "s doefnoTprove 1 Zn-enstenee, 

has declared—’ Nor « non-existence, etc etc. -(1697) 
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It might be argued that — 11 what are meant to be proved are not the 
Relation of Cause and Effect and Non-existence themselves, but the ordinary 
usage regarding these ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1698) 

Eor the proving or the capability of being used (spoken or, 

REGARDED) AS SUCH, — THERE IS THE EXAMPLE OF THE THING 
COGNISED AT THE TIME OF THE CONVENTION — (1698) 


COMMENTARY. 

1 Tadbhdvavyavakdra ’ — is the ' vyavahara ’, usage, — of the ‘ Widen ’, 
character, of ‘ cause and eSect ’ and 1 non-existence — That is, what is meant 
to be proved is the capacity of being spoken of ns expressed by a certain 
name — [And in this way, the two Means of Cognition become included under 
Inference] — The arguments being formulated as follows — 

(A) Things that, by tbeir nature, are perceived after tlie operation of a 

certain thing, are capable of being spoken of as the ‘ eSect ’ of that thing, 

e g the things perceived at the time of Convention . the Jar is found to be 
perceived only after the Operation of the Potter , so also Words are found 
to be perceived only after the Operation of the Palate and other portions of 
the Month , this being a Probans based upon the nature of tilings 

(B) Similarly in the case of * Non-apprehension ’, if usage is what is 
meant to he proved, then the Inferential Reasoning may be formulated as 
follows —When certain things capable of being apprehended are not appre- 
hended in certain places, they are to be spoken of as non-existent m those 
places e g the Head of the Hare is one that can be spoken of as a place 
where the Horn is non-existent and as regards the doctrine of ‘ TTmversals ’, 
14 “ " rand that tho ‘ Universal ’ and other categories postulated bv others, 
which are held to be perceptible, are not perceived at all m individuals— 
i e the spotted Cow for instance,— which are supposed to be the substratum 
of the said Universal ’ , so that here ‘ Non-apprehension ’ is m the very 

1 t , n8B re « ards the Individuals, -the spotted and other 
cows-these are duly perceived, hence these are not rejected as non-existent 

thatllTn? b8 S “ d tD bB ' Inconclusive ’ ; because the idea 

W be « 7 *”***" the ■ o* ^at already exists) is going 

existent 0Dly ° a ^ ba,IS ° £ thBSB fa0ts that t5 ™gs ■» ^oken of as ■ non- 

present m°all cas Pr ° baas be said to be * Contradictory as it is actually 
present in all cases where the Probandum „ kn owll be pre6ent , _ (1698) 



CHAPTER XIX. 


Section (F). 

On ‘ Sambhava * Probability 
COMMENTARY 

“ * Sambhava ’, (Probability) serves to bring about the cognition of the 
components of the Aggregate after the Aggregate itself has become cognised. 
For instance, the idea of ‘ a hundred ’ follows after the existence of * a 
thousand ’ has been cognised This cannot be Inference, as there is no 
Corroborative Instance available ” 

The objection against this is set forth in the following — 

TEXT (16B9) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE MEMBERS OF THE AGGREGATE ABE THE OAUSES 
OF THE IDEA OF THE AGGREGATE , HENCE THE COGNITION OF THE 
PROBABUJTT OF ‘ A HUNDRED ’ PROCEEDING FROM THAT OF ‘ A 
THOUSAND ’ IS ONLY PRODUCED BY THE InFERENTCAD 
Indicative — (1699) 


COMMENTARY. 

Because the Aggregate is not something apart from the components of 
the Aggregate ,— and these components ere the cause (basis) of the very notion 
of the ‘ Aggregate therefore the cognition of ‘ a hundred ’ that proceeds 
from * a thousand ’ is only a case of cognition produced by the Inferential 
Indicative, m the shape of Effect —(1699) 


End of Section (F) 



CHAPTER XIX. 

Section (6) 

On ‘ Aitihya * Tradition ’ and ‘ PratMa ‘ Intuition 
COMMENTARY. 

There are others who regard ‘ Tradition etc also as distinct Means of 
Cognition. — Of these * Tradition ’ is that Means or Form of Cognition, whose 
original promulgator cannot be discerned, but has come down through a 
long-continued assertion ; — e g ‘ A yaksa resides in thiB Banyan-tree ’. 

* Intuition ’ is that cognition indicative of the existence or non-existence 
of things, which appears suddenly without any restrictions of Time or Place ; 
e g when the virgin has the notion ‘ my brother will come to-day 1 ; and 
this does come about ; hence it is valid cognition 

The objection to the above is set forth m the following — 


TEXT (17001 


* Tradition ‘ Intuition ’ and the best are found to be false 

IN MANY CASES , HENCE THESE CANNOT BE REGARDED AS 1 MEANS 

of Right Cognition ’ , as such assumption would lead to 
INCONGRUITIES — (1700) 


COMMENTARY. 

Thephrase ‘ and the rest ' includes ‘ Recognition ’ and others ; these also 
are regarded by some others as ‘ Means of Right Cognition ’. 

• Would lead to incongruities ' ,—e g Dream-Cognition might he found to 
be true m a certain case and thereby come to be regarded as a valid Means or 
form of Cognition, — ( 1700 ) 


End of Seciton (G) 



CHAPTER XIX. 

Section (H) 

Summing vp 
coanrENTAKY 

Hax-mg thus rejected oil othor Means or Forms of Cognition, in detail, 
tho author briefly proceeds to discard them (and thus sums up the 
question) — 


TEXT (1701) 

Or, Alh THIS EFFORT IS OCT OF PLACE , SINCE THINGS EXIST IN 
TWO FORMS ONLY — VIZ PERCEPTIBLE AND 

Imperceptible — (1701) 


COJIMENTABY. 

Things are of only two lands— Perceptible and Imperceptible —(1701) 

Objection — “ Tbero is also another kind— which is both Perceptible and 
Imperceptible , and winch is neither Perceptible nor Imperceptible ” 

Answer . — 

TEXTS (1702-1708) 

Any other kind is not possible,— in the shape of Both Percephble-and 
Imperceptible, or neither PerceptibU-nw- Imperceptible Because 
nr ANY SINGLE THING, BOTH action AND XWCilOn WOULD BE SELF- 
CONTRADICTORY That thing is called 'Perceptible which 
PRODUCES ITS COGNITION DIRECTLY (IMMEDI ATELY) , THE «3NTRAR 
OF THIS IS REGARDED BY THE WISE, AS ‘IMPERCEPTIBLE -^ VER- 
BAL Cognition, Analogical Cognition and the 

age THE FORMER (PERCEPTIBLE) THING , AS IN THAT CASE THE 
WOULD BECOME INCLUDED UNDER 'PERCEPTION OR 
Remembrance -Even ip they envisage 

r~ 

not related, then there could be no restbicti 
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envisages distinction, then there coded be no invariable con- 
comitance If, lastly, the Cognition envisages an imperceptible 

THING —IS BASED DFON A RELATED OBJECT— AND DOES NOT ENVISAGE 

distinction from it,— then it is clearly * Inference ’.—(1702- 
1708) COMMENTARY 

It cannot be right for any ono thing to contain wxthm itself a mixture 
of mutually contradictory properties ,— if it did contain such, it would cease 
to be one thin g For instance, that thing is called ■ Perceptible ’ winch 
hrmgs about the cognition of the tiling as it exists, directly— i e without 
the intervention of the Inferential Indicativo or such other means of cogni- 
tion On this principle, such cognitions as ‘ Sound is momentary ’ would 
be one envisaging an imperceptible Thing One and the same thing cannot 
he regarded as both active and inactive, as regards anything , by virtue of 
which anything could be both— Perceptible— and— Imperceptible— as producing 
and not-producmg a certam cognition 

Nor can a thing be neither — Perceptible — nor — Imperceptible , because in 
regard to anything, the negation of one character always implies the affirma. 
tion of the contrary character If there are more things than one, then there 
is no incongruity m there being both action and inaction m any given case ; 
e g the action and inaction of Colour and Taste (both) in regard to Visual 
Perception Nor is there any incongruity in both action and inaction of 
even one thing, if it is m reference to more things than one , e g that of Colour 
with reference to both Visual and Auditor}' Perceptions — It is m view of 
this that the Text says — ‘ In any single thing both action and inaction uould 
be self-contradictory ’ 

For all these reasons, things are of only two kinds — (Perceptiblo and 
Imperceptible) 

Now, if the Word and other Means of cognition were distinct Means oj 
Cognition , — there could he only two alternatives regarding them — they 
envisage either (o) the Perceptible Thing, or (6) the Imperceptible Thing 

They cannot envisage the Perceptible Thing — " Why » ” — Because m 
that case they would be hable to become included under * Perception ’ . 
as the Verbal and other Cognitions, in that case, would envisage those same 
things that are envisaged by Perception — It might be urged that — “ the 
other Means of Cognition bring about the Cognition of the thing concerned 
after it has been envisaged by Peiception ” , — the answer to that is that 
* wou ld be futile r , that is, apprehending what is already apprehended, the 
Cognitions would be invalid , — like Remembrance 

Under the second alternative also (that Verbal and other cognitions 
envisage Imperceptible Things)— when the Imperceptible tlnng is cognised — 
would it be cognised directly, or indirectly, through the intervention of some- 
thing else ? It cannot be cognised directly , as, m that ease it would be 
like any perceptible thing and would cease to loe imperceptible Because it 
is called ‘ Imperceptible ’ only because it does not produce cognitions directly , 
if then, it were to produce cognitions directly, how could it be called ‘ Im- 
perceptible ’ ? 
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If the cognition of the ImpsrcoptiWe thing were produced through 
tho intervention Of something else, — (1 ) w ou!d it be produced through the 
intervention of something related to it ? (2) of something not related 
to it ? (3) would it envisage distinction ? or (4) envisage non-distmo- 
tion ? — Those four alternatives are possible — As an example of cognition 
envisaging distinction, there is the cognition of a particular Fire — produced 
by Loaves or Grass, produced through smoke m general An example of 
cognition envisaging non-distinction, there is the cognition of mere Fire as 
oxcludod from other unlike things, produced by Smoke — Now if this latter 
cognition wore brought about by the intervention of a thing (Smoke) noi 
related to the thing concerned (Fire), — there would be no restriction at all , 
anything might bring about tho cognition of anything. — If the cognition 
envisage distinction, then there would be no Invariable Concomitance between 
the Pro bans and the Proband um , as there would be no concomitance regarding 
the qualifying factor , and to that extent, the Probans would be Inconclusive 

If then the cognition envisaged non-distinction, then it would he included 

under * Inference ’ 

All this is what is urged m the Text — ‘ If, lastly, the Cognition, etc etc , 

and does not envisage distinction, etc etc ’ — That is, devoid of all tinge of 

distinction, envisaging tho mere object as excluded from all unlike things , 
e g the cognition of mere Fire, from Smoke.— If the cognition m question, is 
of this kind, then it is clearly Inference, as brought about by the perception 
of Relation, — as tho cognition of Fire, from Smoke — (1702-1708) 


End of Chapter XIX 



CHAPTER XX. 

Examination of ‘ Syadvada ’ (J aina Doctrine) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been declared jn the Introductory bases {Text, 3) that the ‘ True 
Doctrine ’ is • not mixed up -with any foreign element, to the smallest detail 
—In support of this idea, the Author proceeds with the next chapter ; and 
starts off with an objection (from the standpoint of the other Party) : 


TEXT (1709). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, EVERY ENTITY HAS MORE THAN ONE ASPECT, 

T.nrB THE GEM SAPPHIRE , WHY THEE SHOTTED THERE BE ANY 
IN COMPATIBILITY AMONG * EXISTENCE ‘NON- 
EXISTENCE * AND THE REST ? ” — (1709) 

00MMB3STARY. 

It has been asserted (under Text 1675, above) that * What is capable 
of effective action is said to be existent, — other than that is said to be non- 
existent, — the two cannot exist together in the same substratum, as they are 
contradictory 

Against this, Ahrtka (a Jama writer) and others urge the following 
objections : — 

“ Every entity has wore than one aspect, — the General and the Particular ; 
just like the lustrous gem which appears to be of variegated colour ; why 
then should there be any contradiction (incompatibility) between existence 
and non-existence, — m view of which it is said that * the two cannot co- 
exist m the same substratum * ? — The term * adi 4 in ‘ sa.da.di * is meant to 
include * activity and inactivity *, * unity 4 and so forth **. 

Though this objection has been already refuted under Text 1676. by the 
sentence Nanu tadetaddhi, etc yet it has been introduced here for the 
purpose of expounding the matter in detail, or for setting forth a fresh theory 
— (1709) 


For proving the General and Particular character of things, AhriJca has 
formulated the following arguments in due order . — 
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TEXT (1710). 

"h A', i ntitv w t m nni ir/i'/il /u (}.' nnn.r vijfhi'i \r utov) othfr 

I Ml nr •.Till'. II Ulll'1 t» SOT IH1IIII lltOMTIir * SKA -rbOW I.K ’ 

Us Till IITIII K flVNll, 11 IT MEM Isrmi.M III VOID 
or Hull tr/Wlllh) (I>u J 1 M SOI,), mil S IT COVVU NOT 
in nr f.Aiiru i> as amtiuv. uii- 
1 1 ill si r IIOM nio«u Tllisr.s ” 

-(1710) 

l*OM MKNTAHV 

“ U n urluti thin.' i.jinlvt'n of— the Jm, fnr mi tnnto, — Mere nol-cgual 
tn ti " different from) nil other things, — sntli n>! the Cloth nnd tho like, — 
it if it nen'nhvnv * esefndrd (fhflrri'litinl'd) from these, — then there Mould 
|„, dot, r«nt t> if'l.tt < n the Jnr nnd the ‘ S>[»> floiter ’ , na it Mould bonlwnjs 
tin:* ri'iiti'iteil from i II ntlu r thim s , mid •> thing flint i° nlunja differentiated 
fruin nil oilier Ihmgs <“» hnvc no other Htnte have that of tho ‘shv -flower ’ 
M'.Mieuth . one vim i* not n ilhng to ndnut the equnhtj of tlint thing to 
till' 'si.', lint' or', must ndnut tlint it is cqnnl (sinulnr) to other entities, 
m hr tier on mV 1 / . lvnr» this general rlmrneter (commonnltj ), m tho shape 
of the limn r-eil * i ntit.> Juts to 1 >>' ndmitled 

ft 11111 h- m I > d — “ lit M hut Mill then is there tho Particular » ” 

■tie- n-iMter is—' If it oerr rnUrtlu rf'ioid of non equality, then 1 1 could 
no! he wild IK '! iff tint fron I hour thmtp —If tlint some entitj, Jor, 
Mere devoid of n«n t qivvlits to other tilings hUo tile Cloth,— t e if it 
k. re not non eyed to tie m.— then tho .Tor ronld not be regarded ns anything 
different from the Cloth, etc, m the form— ‘Tlus is Jar. tlint is Cloth \ 
mst hUe tie sjvetfiv uuhv idunlitv o[ llunga —nnd jet, ns n matter of fact, it 
does di tier from other things, hence it becomes established tlint it has the 
Particular i Iinnirh r nhn —( 1710 / 

TEXTS ( 1711 - 1713 ) 

“ lr inr istfm.i i> isTirY is intirua- not -equal to other things, 
•rm S n Cl AM 1 TO HE vs nif.fi/ , I OH that which is excmtbep 

h-om ‘Entity-, «nm«. rouu> there be any other 
vomtios, f xcr.vr non-wtsfenec,— vs in the case 
T!I1 ‘ Sky - i bower’ * Thus then, one who 
wvairsTHi Entity to in not-equaeto the 
‘Sky-i bower’, must accett the Uni- 
V 1 Its \I, ‘ Entity ’ as the character 
COMMON TO ABE entities 
( 1711 - 1713 ) 

COJDIENTABY. 

The following Teals rot forth another argument m favour of the view 
that every entity bos n com., .o, unity, a general eharno or 
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TEXTS (1714-1716) 

.. . carted then, to what would this fact be 

■1b IT WERE SOT AS ASSERTED TH , _ , APPEAR IN 

pde-that the “ "°™ S T ^ TH E r T ^ IT always appears 
rtfMWKOTION WITS THE CROW S A.EETH. , t 

AS RESTRICTED TO Entities ALONE *— I* W VBOVD * 

Sid restriction is due to av«u!«n(y -then our answer is 
that that same (similarity) is what we call Commonalty . 
This same remark applies also to the view that ^ the s 
restriction is due to a certain capacity in the 
things ’-Xfcohite difference (from other entities) therefore 
IS NOT POSSIBLE FOR ANY ENTITY , BECAUSE ENTITIES DO NOT DIFFER 
FROM EACH OTHER, ON THE POINT? OF BEING ' ENTITIES ’ (1 1 14- 

1716) 

COMMENTARY 


'If it were not, etc etc ’—If an entity were 'not -equal’ to— different 
from— every other entity,— then how is it that the common idea of ‘ being 
an entity ’ is found to appear only in connection with the Jar and such things, 
and not m connection with the ‘ crow s teeth ' (and other non-entities) I 
The basts for this has to be explained 

It might he urged that — ‘ the basis for this lies in the similarity (among 
entities) * 

Then, it becomes established that that same Similarity is the Coni' 
monalty \ the Common character , * similarity * being synonymous with 
1 Commonalty ’ (Common character) 

It might he explained that— ‘ the said comprehensive potency subsists 
in the Jar and other entities only, and not m the Crow’s Teeth and such 
non-entities ; hence * the capacity of the nature of things * is what forms the 
basis of the notion m question ’ 

This view also is dispensed with by what has been just explained , 1 e the 
answer to this is the same as that to the view regarding ‘ Similarity 1 ; because 
the said capacity may be regarded as the required * Commonalty ’ 

From all this it follows that, m the form of ‘ entities \ all things— the 
Jar and the rest — are not-different from one another — (1714-1716) 


The following Texts provide reasons for accepting the * difference ’ 
{particular character) of things fTom one another - — 


TEXTS (1717-1719) 

n * F THE said entity were entirely devoid or dissimilarity from 
THE OTHER STANDARD ENTITIES, — THEN THAT ENTITY WOULD NOT 
BE DIFFERENT FROM THESE , THERE WOULD BE COMPLETE NON- 
DIFFERENCE,— AS FROM THEIR OWN SELVES. WHAT IS CALLED 
* DISSIMILARITY ’ IS ONLY A FORM DIFFERENT FROM THOSE , HENCE 

7 
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In fact, if the thing has only one form, it cannot have diverse 

PROPERTIES , A DIVERSITY THAT IS NOT A CREATION 01 FANCY 
IS WHAT IS CALLED ' PLURALITY (1726) 


COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the Reason adducod by the Jama is ‘ contradictory , 
inasmuch as it proves the contrary of what is intended to be pro\ cd Tor 
instance, what the other party intends to prove is real diversity of properties , 
but no such ‘ diversity of properties ’, — which is not a creation of fancy — 
is proved by the Reason adduced , as ‘ one-ness ’ of the thing itsolf is admitted ; 
and what is one entity cannot be compatible with Diversity , as Diversity 
is what is called * Plurality ’ , and how can a thing that is Plural be one ’ — 
( 1726 ) 

The Corroborative Instance that has been cited (by the Jama writer) 
is ‘ devoid of the Probaudum and the Probous also is one that is con- 
comitant with the contrary of the Probandum — This is what is shown m 
the following — 

TEXT (1727) • 

As REGARDS THE POTENCIES, THEIR DIVERSITY IS MERELY A CREATION OF 

the Speaker’s * desire to speak ’ , here also no Diversity 
Can BE REASONABLE I N WHAT IS ESSENTIALLY ONE*— (1727) 


COMMENTARY 

The following might be urged (by the other party) " Even though 
Diversity ib what ,s called ‘ Plurality’, -why should such real Plurality of a 
single entity be incompatible,— by virtue of which the Reason is said to be 
contradictory , as proving the contrary of the desired conclusion » ” 

The answer to this is as follows .— 


TEXTS (1728-1729) 

THD Ts £^TL”“ ‘ °” K SAID ‘ » that ’ where - 

Tot tZ T “ ™ IT IS SAID • THIS IS 

- t that Being that and Not being that thus reing 
mutually contradictory, cannot, in any 

WAY, be ATTRIBUTED TO ANY One 

entity —(1728-1729) 


uujujxujijsrrARiY. 


said TT oL ste T categ r" Uv 41131 ‘ tlus 18 1 

the case of Conscious 


- then, the tilings are 
and Spint On the 
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other hand, when the ldentitv beta een things is denied, thev are said to be 
di\ erse different 1 , as m the ease of flatter and Consciousness As it is 
impossible for both affirmation and denial to pertain to any one thine there 
is clear contradiction betu een 1 Unity 1 and ‘ Phirahti s hich are based 
respectively upon the said identity and difference Hence am dn ereity 
of properties of a single entiti can be only a creation of fanev — (1728-17291 

Question. — “Why should there be contradiction between ldentitv and 
Difference (Affirmation and Denial) ’ ” 

Anauer — 

TEXT (1730) 

Affirmation and Denial are mutually contradictory; and they 

CANNOT BE MADE BY ANY SANE-MINDED PERSON IN REGARD 
TO ONE AND THE SAME THING — (1730) 

COMMENTARY 

The following might be urged — 11 Whet is the basis of the as-umption of 
the diversity of properties - There must be a distinct basis for it , otherwise 
there would be confusion among tilings Hence it follows that that which 
would be that distinct basis would be the real ‘ diversity of properties ’ for 
us ” 

The answ er to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (1731-1732) 

When an entity excluded from several like and unlike things, 
IS DIFFERENTIATED FROM this AND that , — that is called the 
diversity of properties ’ In this way even a single 

THING MAY BE assumed TO HAVE NUMBERLESS DIVERSE 
FORMS , BUT IN reality, NO SINGLE THING CAN REASON- 
ABLY have two forms —( 1731 - 1732 ) 


COMMENTARY 

The compound ‘ sajatiya, etc etr • is to be expounded l as-there isfirst 
a larmadUrayn compound ^wjen unhlc^ "" g|e ““ t ™ % ’ 1S dif- 

from the-e the entity is evclude thine— this is wliat forms 

ferentiated from this and fW,— i 'e an > , Thus mn , m uch as 

*>» b«„ a ,h. .d.. • ft to no ™ loo ,..™- 

there can be an assumed Plurality , rue 

l.n.H • ~1 •' >" “"SS. ■ .dporW ■ *ko 

-as,—- 
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' beings are of a single nature, yet the real presence of the dual character (Half 
Man, Half Lion) is not found to be incompatible ”. 

The answer to this is as follow s — 


TEXTS (1733-1735). 


Suck entities as Xarasimha AND others which have been de- 
scribed AS HAVING DEAL CHARACTF.RS, — IN THEIR CASE ALSO THE 
DEAL CHARACTER IS NOT REAL AS A MATTER OF FACT, XardSVnha 
IS OF THE NATURE OF AN AGGREGATE OF MANY ATOMS, AND IS NOT 
ENDOWED WITH ANY ONE UNIFORM FORM , WHAT IS Variegated 
(VARIOUS) CANNOT BE OJIC, — AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE COL- 
LECTION OF SEVERAL KINDS OF GEMS — If THERE WERE ONE FORM, 
THERE COULD NOT BE A DUAL CHARACTER AND THE CONSEQUENT 
APFEARANCE OF SEVERAL SHARES , AND EVEN IF THE SMALLEST 
PART OF THE BODY THAT COULD BE COVERED BY THE LEG OF A FLY 
WERE HIDDEN, THE BODY COULD NOT BE.SAID TO BE NOT-HIDDEN 

(1733-1735) 

COMMENTARY. 


The term 1 Sih ’ includes the gleaming Sapphire 
‘ So ’ stands for Xarasimha 
Sand oh a ' — is aggregate 

^aikarapaian -not having a sinqle form This shows that the 
Instance cited by the Jains writer is not one ‘admitted’ by the opposite 
party, as for the Bmtddha, Xarasimha is not one composite w’liole, he being 
only an aggregate of manv atoms 

The author cites tile mason for denying the said oneness — What is 
variegated cannot be one j e g. a collection of several kinds of gems and 
Narasimha has a vanegated form —So that the Jama reasoning involves 
an idea contrary to the nature of things 

f rt Ct * t u Ri ‘ lt "' ero one ‘ “ oould nofc a dual character and 

ar rrr lv eie z d not be app8irano ® ° f severai *. provides an 

iJZeZaZZ ?? ‘ ’ ’~ thra argument being based on the 

factthe idea of diversity is based entirely upon the appearance of diverse 

hidden - ZCr?, 05 , the . bod ‘ V " rere hldden - the whole might become 
the conclusion of the ^ ’ thlS provldes an other argument against 

the ZIZIJZmT "T beCaU96 14 CaWl0t b6 tbat 
odtaVMM “ ti t contradictory characters of being hidden 

y w nmaen at the same tune — (1733-1735) 


Question 


tell f anS ‘ mha 13 onl >’ an “dgreuate of many atoms, —then 


how is it that there is “ T* T ag3regaie °f ma «3' atoms,— the. 

dual character * >> regarding him as being a single entity with i 

Ansiter — 
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TEXTS (1736-1737) 


Ex their very nature vwp'satt* . 

sr 

a particular Idea In this same way are the vaeie- 

GATED GEMS AND OTHER OASES DISPOSED OF — The 
VARIEGATED CHARACTER, BASED TOON THE 
PRESENCE OF SEVERAL FORMS, IS CEB- 
TAINLY INCOMPATIBLE WITH 
unity — (1736-1737) 


COMMENTARY 


Tn thatenviSBgca the features of the body of the Man and 

the . Lion (in the body of Nar a mmha),-c[ that the only cause or bases consists 
of the atoms (composing those features), what then, would be the use of 
assuming the composite whole (Body) 1 

If it be asked— Whence this * nature ’ of the Atoms J— The answer is— 
‘ As is clear from the fact of its arising out of a particular Idea'.xe because 
it proceeds from a particular cause , the ‘ particular idea > in this case ,s m 
the shape of the past deed leading-up to the particular state of existence, 
and also the factors and other parts of the body peculiar to the particular 
animal-species 


What has been said regarding the case of Narastmha also serves to dispose 
of the case of the glittering gems, etc and it is not necessary to criticise 
them separately -(1736-1737) 


It has been argued (by the Jama writer, under Text ITIB) that “iri 

the form of entities all things are not-different from one another ” This is 

answered m the following — 


TEXTS (1738-1744) 

* Being an Entity ’ is said to consist in ‘ capacity fob effective 

ACTION ’ , IF THIS WEED ALL-PERVASIVE, THEN EVEBY THING WOULD 
BE CAPABLE OF DOING EVEBY THING GENERALLY, ONE THING 
IS HELD TO BE PRODUCTIVE OF ANOTHER, ONLY BY REASON OF THE 
PRESENCE, IN IT, OF THE CAPACITY FOR THAT ACTION , IF THEN, 
THAT CAPACITY IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN ANOTHER THING, WHY 
SHOULD NOT THIS BE PRODUCTIVE OF THE SASIE ? — IF THE ‘ BLUE ’ 
AND OTHER OBJECTS THEMSELVES ARE HELD TO CONSTITUTE 
THE ALL-EMBRACING CHARACTER OF ‘ENTITY’, THEN THE while 
AND yellow THINGS ALSO WOULD DO WHAT IS DONE BY THE Blue 
ONE , AND IN THAT CASE, THE WHOLE UNIVERSE WOULD BECOME 

a single ‘ Entity devoid of a second , and thus it b ould 
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NOT BE TRUE THAT A SINGLE THING HAS SEVERAL ASPECTS — If THE 

Blue, etc themselves do not constitute ‘ Entity — and this is 
like the 1 Being ’ ( Sattva ) posited by ' Kanada — then it can- 
not BE AS YOU HOLD, THAT ONE THING CANNOT HAVE SEVERAL 
ASPECTS, AS THERE WOULD BE CLEAR DIFFERENCE — FURTHER, WHAT 
CONSTITUTES DIFFERENCE’ AMONG THINGS IS THE PRESENCE OF 
CONTRARY PROPERTIES, AND NO OTHER KIND OF ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ IS 
HELD TO LIB BETWEEN ‘ BLUE ’ AND ‘ YELLOW ’ Totk SAME 
CONDITION IS PRESENT BETWEEN THE ‘ GENERAL ’ AND THE 

* Particular ’ ; because while the former is ‘ inclusive ’, the 

LATTER IS OTHERWISE WHY THEN SHOULD NOT ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ BE 
ADMITTED AS CLEARLY LYING BETWEEN THEM ? — (1738-1744) 


COMMENTARY. 

Thfl Entity ' is said to be that which is capable of effective action, — 
nothing else— If this capacity is present m all things, then every thing 
would be capable of doing every tiling It is only in tlus sense that things 
ate held to he productive This capacity then being equally present in 
all cases, anything might be produced out of anything 

Further, is the ‘Entity’ the same as the Blue, the Tclloiv and other 
things » Or is it something different ’—If ,t is the same, then, as it would 
be all-pervasive, even the white and yellow could bring about the colouring 
m the cloth that is brought about by the Blue —Then again, there being 
no other character or nature possible, the entire Universe would become a 
single conglomeration of things , and this would upset the proposition that a 
single entity has several aspects— If on the other hand, the entity’ is 
something different from the Blue, etc ,-hke the « Being ’ posited by Kanada, 
i e just as Kanada has postulated the ‘ Entity ’, called * Being as some- 
thing different (from the particular things),— then it becomes all the more 
unreasonable to attribute ‘Plurality’ to any single thing, as m tins case 
there would ho clear absolute difference 

to~no° *ff7 dlffOTen ° e then there 

^ted e rr:::r;;\ b r w r the Blue and the *** » 

declared (in Shlolavdrtik’a Seni 0 p° ™ part;? ’ Rumania himself having 

are different, Colour, etc carJot bTonl"’ “PntUHiB 

been declared that there JS Snd th6 Same ’’ ' wiiere 11 has 

( 1738 - 1744 ) reUOe 811110118 the Slw and other things — 


against the BudLlVa^^ent^the K ™ nS * lJa ' s P omt ° f view— the objection 
is * Inconclusive ’ - ’ B ° bj8Ctlon that <*» Reason put forward 
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TEXTS (1 745-1 746) 


•-4S nr the case op THE Vanned Colour, one EWJflsrsE ,, 

™ “ HE CH 00 SES >~ be “ the colouri, r ■ 

THE S4MB WAV DIFFEREVCF 1 nn V/)V 

^ >CE 0R ^OJf-DlPFBREVCB ’ OF AX 
ENTITV might be emphasised— [ ShhAaiSUtla-AUn 
o7-.j8) When a thing of a mixed character is ’ 

COGNISED SIMULTANEOUSLY, THEN ALL DISTINC- 
TIONS LIKE ‘DIFFERENCE ‘SAMENESS * AND 
SO FORTH, DISAPPEAR — {Ibid , 62-63; ” 

—(1745-1740) 


COMMENTARY 


Kalmcw tailin’— is the variegated colour — In tins case one can fix 
upon, as ho wishes, upon uny of the several colours present— regarding the 
thing cither as nine, m Yellow or lled,-m the same manner, m the case 
of the Entiti wluch has a t arieijated or mixed character,— being cr, stent m 
its own form, and also non existent in the form of other things,— and also 
having the two fold character of the General and the Particular, — one can 
fix upon Unth/ or Dncmtij, ns he likes AYhen a man wishes to emphasise 
the fin ersity-aspeet, then he fixes upon diversity, and w hen he all at once 
cognises a tiling as being both General and Particular,— then all that has 
been urged regarding its difference or non difference, etc disappears , i e it 
does not ajiplj at all , because wliat is clearly cognised through Perception 
is the thing of the mixed character The objection that has been urged 
regarding the thing being different or non different, etc etc is as follows — 
(n) The General thing being non different from the Particular tilings m the 
shape of the Horse, etc should also have a diversity of forms like these 
particular things —(b) tho Particular things, being non -different from tho 
General, all Particular things should become the same, like tho General 
tiling, — (c) how could difference and non-difference, winch are mutually 
contradictory, reside m the General and the Particular ! The other objections 
aro such as — Unity and Plurality being mutually contradictory, how can 
one and the snnie thing be Gcneial as well as Particular ? — (1745-1746) 


It might lie aigued against the above (argument of Kamanin's) that — 
« if so, then in all cases, there would be cognition of the -Mired Character! 
and it would not be successive and simultaneous ’ x 

The snsw er to this (from Kumanla’s point of new ) may be ns follow s — 
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TEXT (1747) 


When a thing has several rams one may emphasise any one 

ACCORDING TO HIS OWN WHIM, EITHER SUCCESSIVELY OR SIMI L- 
TAN'EOUSLY THERE CAN BE NO OTHER WAT MITH 
VERBAL EXPRESSIONS (1747) 


COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact m the case of everything whether its General ’ 
and ‘Particular’ aspects are emphasised, one after the other or stmul- 
tnneouslv, depends upon the wish of the Speaker ; so that when one wishes 
to speak of the ‘ existence ’ and the ‘ non-existence ’ aspects of a thing,— 
■or the General and ‘ Particular ’ aspects of it,— simultaneously, ho em- 
phasises its form m that wav If he wishes to speak successively, one after 
the other, of the ‘ existence and ‘ non-existence ’ aspects, or the ‘ General ’ 
and * Particular ’ aspects — then he emphasises that form In fact, nil its 
forms are emphasised successes elv and simultaneouslv (as one wishes), — 
just like the Emerald and other gems in a Mass of jewels 

It mav be asked — ‘ Whv cannot it be indicated m a w ay other than 
successively or simultaneously ’ ’ 

The answei to that is — ‘ There can be no other way. etc etc ' — i e no way 
other than 1 successively or simultaneouslv ’ 

* VkNii ’ — is way, method — (1717) 


The following Text answers the above arguments (of Rumania ) . — 


TEXTS (1748-1749) 

It CANNOT BE AS> EXPLAINED ABOVE THAT WHAT IS ‘ VARIEGATED ’ 
CANNOT BE ‘ ONE ’ HAS JUST BEEN POINTED OUT ‘ VARIEGATION ’ 
CONSISTS IN ‘ SEVERAL FORMS AND IT CAN NEVER BE CON- 
COMITANT WITH ‘ UNITY ’ — All THE REAL FORMS 
THAT THERE MAY BE OF A CERTAIN THING WOULD 
BE SO MANY (DIFFERENT) THINGS , AND THE 
THING IN QUESTION ITSELF REMAINS ONLY 

ONE— (1748-1749) 

COMMENTARY 

The idea that * a single entity is vanegated ’ involves a contradiction in 
terras, as already explained under Text 1734 above , and the reason for this 
is that the term ‘ \ ariegated * itself connotes Plurality , and between * Unity * 
and Plurality ’ there l- * contradiction ’ consistmg ill the fact of tile presence 
of one implying the absence of the other Consequently one thing cannot 
ha\e several real forms Even if it had,- — tins fact would not prove the 
plurality of the single thing ; as all that it would mean would be that there are 
so many things come about , but that also only if these forms could be proved 
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to be real Bat in no case can Plurality belong to what is one, as the too 
are mutually contradictory — (1748-1749) 

It has been argued (under Text 1712, above) — “ For that which has been 
excluded from ' Entity % where could there be any other position ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1750) 

If a certain thing were excluded from ONE ‘ ENTITY IT WOULD 
BE DEVOrD OF SAMENESS ONLY WITH THAT ENTITY , IT WOULD 
NOT BECOME LIKE THE ‘ SKY-FLOWER ’ , — AS IT WOULD 
STILL BE CAPABLE OF EFFICIENT ACTION 

—(1750) 


COMMENTARY 

If wliat is cited os the Reason is ‘ exclusion of all entities — and 
similantv to the ‘ sky-flower ’ is meant to be proved by it, — then the Reason 
is ‘ inadmissible * , because the exclusion of the Jar from all entities, cannot 
be admitted , all that can be admitted is that it is excluded or differentiated 
from things other than itself 

If, on the other hand, the Reason meant to be adduced is exclusion, 
from some things, then it is ‘ Inconclusive ’ 

For instance, the Jar, excluded or differentiated from the Cloth and 
other things, could be recognised only as devoid of sameness with the Cloth, 
and it could not be Tecogmsed as absolutely devoid of essence (existence), 
as even as thus excluded, it would be capable of efficient action (1750) 


The following Texts show the ‘ Inconclusive ’ character of the Opponent’s 
Reason — 

TEXTS (1751-1752) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE Capable (POTENT) FORM OF ONE 

NOT BESIDE IN OTHER ENTITIES, -BECAUSE T*B EFFECT PRODUCED 
AND THE FORM OF THE APPREHENSION ABE FOUND TO B 
DIFFERENT AND SO FORTH, THIS HAS BEEN EXPLAINED 

before — ‘ That * a certain entity is not the same 

AS THE OTHER’,— THIS ALONE CAN FOLLOW FROM 
THE EXCLUSION (OB DIFFERENTIATION) THERE- 
FROM AND NOT THE FACT OF ITS BEING 
A NON-ENTITY DEVOID OF ALL PRO- 
PERTIES —(1751-1752) 


COMMENTARY 

were something embracing all entities 
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thing differentiated from others be said to be featureless (non-existent), — 
the * entity ’ being something that is characterised by capacity for effective 
action As a matter of fact however, the ‘ capable (or potent) form of one 
entity — the Slue for instance — cannot subsist in other things, — like the 
while and the rest , as has been explained under Text 1740 
Question — “ Why cannot it subsist m other things ’ ” 

Answer : — Because the effect produced is different, and the form of 
Apprehension (Idea) is different The term ‘ Upalambha ’ here stands for 
Apprehension, i e Cognition , and ‘ nnbhasa ’ for the form of that Cognition 
(i e the Idea) 

The phrase ‘ and so forth ’ stands for diversities of birth, of existence, of 
destruction, etc. 

For these reasons all that 1 non-contact ’ — differentiation — from another 
entity can prove is only that * the entity jn question is not the gome as this 
latter ’ , it cannot prove it to bB devoid of properties, a mere non-entity 
“Why?" 

Because the capacity for effective action, which constitutes the essence of 
‘ Entity is present in it — (1751-1752) 


Objection — “ If there is absolute difference among entities,— how can 
there be such all-embracing notions as * this is entity ‘ this is entity 1 (in 
regard to all things) ? — how too can there be any difference between the 
Entity and the ‘ shy -flower etc — if there were no similarity ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXTS (1753-1754) 

The conception being there that ‘ that also is capable of effective 

ACTION ’.—THERE WOULD BE THIS IDEA THAT ‘ IT IS AN entity ’ , 

TOTS THERE WOULD BE SUBJECTIVE SIMILARITY CONSISTING 
IN ‘ DIFFERENTIATION FROM WHAT IS INCAPABLE ’ 

Thus, even though there is absolute dif- 
ference, THERE IS A SUBJECTIVE Similarity , 

AND THUS AN ‘ ENTITY ' BEING ‘ EQUAL ’ 

TO OTHER ENTITIES, BECOMES DIS- 
TINGUISHED FROM THE * SKY- 
FLOWER ’ —(1753-1754) 


WJJUUX.IN lAtt x . 


Differentiation from the Incapable > the mcapables ’ meant are sucl 

fromTb ' 3 “ tn 6 ^ ° £ ^ BarIeU Woma * ’.-there is • differentiation 
from these,— e the entity is not the game as these. 

th 0 t®“ent,fw bjeCtlVe 1S ttera ’ therefore it cannot be admittei 

S Ur i“e?"5r e “ITT 1 1 0 ° ther entltleB - Dot differ fron 
T (as asserted by the Opponent under Text (1710) 
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TEXTS (1755-1757) 

If the form in which a certain thing is differentiated from 

OTHER THINGS, — HOMOGENEOUS AND HETFROQENEOUS — WERE THE 
SAME IN WHICH IT IS Similar TO THE HOMOGENEOUS THINGS, — 
THEN IT SHOULD BE RECOGNISED AS SIMILAR TO THE HETERO- 
GENEOUS THINGS ALSO AS THE FORM WOULD BE THE SAME 
IN BOTH CASES — AND YET IT IS NOT SO RECOGNISED — 

Hence it follows that the form in which the thing 
is not similar to the homogeneous things, and the 
form in which it is stmilar to these, — must be 
DIFFERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER ” — (1755-1757) 

COMMENTARY 
Sumati argues as follows — 

" That form in which a certain thing is differentiated from homogeneous 
and heterogeneous tilings, — if, in that same form, it were similar to the 
homogeneous things, — then it should he recognised as similar to the hetero- 
geneous things also , as the form would be the same in both cases.— And 
yet as a matter of fact, it is not so recognised —Hence it follows that that 
form m which it is dissimilar to the homogeneous things,— and that form in 
whioh it is similar to these things, — between these two forms, there must be 
difference —It might bo aBked— ‘ when it is homogeneous to them, how can 
it be dissimilar T And if it is dissimilar to them, how can it bo homogeneous 
to them ? The two are contradictor* ’ —This however does not affect our 
position Because the other party regards ei erythmg as having two aspects, 
tho General and the Particular , hence m the ‘ General ’ aspect, all things 
are said to be ' homogeneous ’ to that thing, while in its ‘ Particular ’ aspect, 
,t is held to be ‘ heterogeneous ’ , and m this latter sense, it ,s said to be 
dissimilar , so that the objection urged does not affect the position^ _ 

Tho compounds ■ SamanSparavaslu ' stands for the Samaria 
Homogeneous, and tho ‘ apart, \ Contrary.-* e 

rest is easily intelligible, hence it is not explained in detail -(1755-1757) 


the 

-Tho 


TJus answered in the follow mg 

TEXT (1758) 

T-r IS IN THAT SAME FORM THAT IT IS UNDERSTOOD TO BE Similar, BECAUSE 
THE CAUSE OF SUCH UNDERSTANDING IS PRESENT, IN **** 

CEPTION, AS DIFFERENTIATING THESE FROM 

OTHER THINGS — (1758) 

COMMENTARY 



the basis of the same conception. What 
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form the has,, of the same conception are treated as • d.ss.m.lar rvh'le 
those that do sene a« that basis are regarded as similar (l,o8) 


Question — Why do not all things become the basis of the same con 
ception,— the difference being equally present m all ? ” 

Ansuwr — 


TEXT (1759). 

It is only certain things that can serve as the basis of one and 

THE SAME CONCEPTION,— THE RESTRICTION BEING DCE TO THE 
CAPACITY OF THE FORM OF THINGS, EVEN WHEN THERE 
IS DIFFERENCE, — AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF 
the Sense-organs AND the Amrta 
AND THE LIKE — (1759) 


COMMENTARY 


No question can be raised regarding the nature of things — such as — 
n hy should Fne, and not Water, bum or be hot ’ All that can be reasonably 
asked is — to ivhat is this nature due ’ For, if the nature of things ivere not 
due to any cause, there could be no restriction, winch would lead to incon- 
gruities Hence it should be said that it is due to its own cause , but then 
the question would be — to what is that due ? And so on and on it would 
go on to a begmnmgless senes (of causes) 

‘ Aksa ' is sense-organ — ‘ Amrtfi ’ is the herb ffiofuefii, — ‘ and (he hie ' 
goes with each of the two 

M hat 13 meant is that it as only the Quduchl and other herbs that have 
the capacity to allay fever and other diseases, — not other things. And it 
is the Sense-Organ, the object, the Light and Attention that have the capacity 
to produce particular cognitions. 

In the same way, it is only certain things to which belongs the capacity 
to bring about a single conception 

< th ° term ‘ a **° ’ Btand for the. VtbhVala fruit , and the term 

and the like ’ goes with the whole compound. — ( 1759 ) 


In the following Text-e, the objection is raised that u the Corroborating 
Instance cited cannot be admitted ” : 
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TEXTS (1760-1762) 

* How can the Eye be productive op the cognition of the She 

AND OTHER THINGS, — IF IT IS HEED TO HAVE THAT FORM ALONE 
WHICH IS DIFFERENTIATED FROM THE Blue AND OTHERS * In FACT, 
JUST AS THE Ear IS NOT REGARDED AS PRODUCTIVE OF THE COGNI- 
TION OF Blue, ETC , ON ACCOUNT OF ITS BEING DIFFERENT FROM 
THE Blue, etc WHICH ARE PRODUCTIVE of the cognition of Blue, 
ETC , — SO ALSO THE EYE SHOULD NOT BE REGARDED AS THE CAUSE 
OF THAT COGNITION — HOW COULD ANY OTHER THING, WHICH IS 
-DIFFERENT FROM THE PRODUCTIVE CAUSE, BE PRODUCTIVE OF IT 2 

Prom ALL THIS FOLLOWS THE CONCLUSION that there must 

BE INCLUSIVENESS ALSO AMONG THINGS ’’ — (1760-1762) 


COMMENTARY 

“ If the Eye be hold to be thnt which has a form exclusive of the Blue, 

etc ( and not any that is inclusive , this is what is meant by the particle 

< ov -a », < alone ’ • -in that case the Eye cannot bo the cause of the perception 
of the Blue, etc , because it has been differentiated (excluded) from what ib 
productive of that perception , — -when a thing has been excluded from the 
Cause of a certain thing, it cannot be the Cause of that thing , e g the Ear 
winch, being differentiated from the Blue, etc , which are the cause of the 
perception of the Blue, etc , is not the cause of the perception of the Blue, 
etc —the E\e also is (ex hypothesi) differentiated from the Blue, etc , which 
are the cause of the perception of Blue, etc — hence there is the possibility of 
an apprehension contrary to a universal truth 

As a matter of fact however, it is not so [i e the Eye is not non-pro- 
ductn e of the perception of Blue, etc ] -Hence the truth should be otherwise 
than this that is, when one thing is productive of another, it cannot be 
excluded from the nature of being so productive,-® g the Blue, which is 
productive of the perception of Blue, cannot be excluded tamit»£ni nature, 
-and the Eye is actually productive of the perception of the Blue, etc Bo 

«. » — - - 

B°asom g follows that there is tncfomraness among things 

sr ss r — y - - SatTSr * has been 

shown that the example cited is not admissible -(1760-1782) 

, , . <■ The thme could be excluded from the 

• „ zsl - o , - - <* 

ad Absurdum is Inconclusive ’ 

This is what is ansa ered m the following 
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“ Is IT WERE NOT AS ABOVE, THEN, ‘ DIFFERENTIATION ’ BEING THE SAME 

IN BOTH OASES, WHY IS NOT THE EAR ALSO REGARDED AS PRO- 
DUCTIVE OF THE COGNITION OF BLUE, ETC , — JUST LIKE 

the Eye, which also is different from 
the Colours i ” — (1763) 

COMMENTARY 

"The possibility of the Ear also being regarded os tbo cause of the 
cognition of Blue, etc is a proof of the contrary of the conclusion (arrived at 
by tha Buddhist) ; but the difference is the some m both coses. The difforonco 
that there is between the Eye and the Bli/e is the same as the difference be- 
tween the Ear and the Blm , i.e. the Ear is ns different from tbo Blue, etc. 
as the Eye is ” — (1763) 

The answer to the above arguments of the Opponent is a- follows — 


TEA. IS (1764-1/75) 

The ‘ exclusion ’ (differentiation) of the Eye, etc from the Cause 
(of the Cognition of Blub) is not admitted, without qualifica- 
tion Because the nature of the Eye, etc is also regarded 

AS THE Cause, and IT IS NOT POSSIBLE FOR ANYTHING TO BE 
EXCLUDED ’ FROM ITS OWN NATURE , IF THERE WERE ‘ EXCLUSION ’ 
OF A THING FROM ITS OWN NATURE, THE THING WOULD BECOME 
DEVOID OF ALL CHARACTER WHEN 1 EXCLUSION ’ IS SPOKEN OF 
IT IS EXCLUSION FROM ANOTHER CAUSE THAT IS MEANT WHAT 
IS MANT BEING THAT the Eye is not of the form of that other 
SE, AND THIS IS QUITE ACCEPTABLE TO US — It IS NOT 
™ CTIVE OT ™ COGNITION IS DESCRIBED 

” ”” ^ PACT ’ ALL cogot ™ns proceed 

tr ° r ™ °' W SPE ° mC ON THE GROUND OF 

Hi , F THE SAME NATUM . they were receded as 

as tbe said «*«■ 
auxiliaries i — If it be ^tjvould BE 11111 USE op 0THE » 
IN other particular* AT 0ir ACC0TrNT 0F defects 

ID’E (OF the Cognition) '—thpn^ (Nat0EE) is not phoduc- 
causes are incambh tL- (THB ANSWEE Is that) those 

Question), by reason ip BRI ‘' ,GIyG AB0UT the cognition in 
ference, how "thL FMHENCE lF “ ™ N0 DIP- 
™ is differ^™ ! E 1 "T* ? ^ UST AS ’ EVEK ™ 

THING IS NOT the CAUSE nv ^ ^ PARTICULAR THINGS,— EVERY- 
8 ATTSE ° F EVEBY °™» THING, -IN THE SAME 
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WAY, EVEN THOUGH THEBE WOULD BE NO DIFFERENCE T. 

‘ PLURALITY YET THEBE WOULD BE RESTRICTION (OF ONLY SOM 
CAUSES BRINGING ABOUT SOME EFFECTS) EVEN WHEN THERE I 
DIFFERENCE, IT IS ONLY A CERTAIN THING THAT WOULD BE PRO 
DUCTIVE OF THE PARTICULAR EFFECT BY REASON OF ITS NATURE 

In the case of ‘ ixclusiveness how could the one thing bi 

PRODUCTIVE AND NON-PRODOCTTVB OF THE SAME ONE THING *— 
If THERE IS DIFFERENCE IN THIS CASE ALSO, — THE DIFFERENCE 
SHY BE THERE , BUT IS THAT DIFFERENCE FROM THAT THING ONLY 1 

There can be no difference apart from the ‘ Inclusive 1 
(productive cause) , and this is non-productive In fact that 

ALONE IS A REAL ENTITY WHICH IS CAPABLE OF EFFECTIVE ACTION , 
AND THIS ENTITY IS non-tnclllSlie , AND FROM WHAT IS inclusive, 
THE EFFECT IS NOT PRODUCED In FACT DIFFERENCE AND NON- 
DIFFERENCE CAN BE NOT-HIAGINARY (HEAL) ONLY IN RELATION TO 
THAT FORM OH NATURE IN REFERENCE TO WHICH THE MAN HAS RE- 
COURSE to activity Otherwise the difference is thebe by its 
VERY • NATURE AND THE ‘ GENERAL ’ CHARACTER ALSO IS THEBE 
BEING DUE TO ‘ EXCLUSION ’ THE THING ITSELF IS NOT INCLU- 
SIVE ’ (COMPREHENSIVE) , AS IN THAT CASE THERE WOULD BE MOST 
INCONGRUOUS ACTIVITIES (1764-1775) 


COMMENTARY 

Xf mere ‘ dvfferentiation from the character of the productive ’ is put 
forward without any qual.fication, as the Probans, f 
nutted- Because as a matter of fact it ,s not admitted that them » 
unqualified ‘differentiation’ of the Bye. etc from the character of bei«g 
reductive for the nature of the Bye, etc also is regarded as productive , 
why should’ then there be any such restriction as that the effect must alwaj^ 
be ^duled by this Cause, not by another » This 
and P the other may also produce it - - see nomcon^m 
the circumstances, if the “ ° would ba tbeir differentiation 

without reservation o£ any kin , , dev0 id of nature or 

from their own nature, which would mean «■*«"* differentia- 

character ' (featureless) It is for this reason that there can 

tion of tilings from their own nature , t to be the Probans 

If then, ‘the differentiation of th yX^their own nature, - 

be thatfrom other produchve causes (of Co^on^ dlfforen(mt «, 

then the Probans is 'inconclusive * « * «£j ^ ilneed not cease to be 
from the other nature may not e o ’ is pro ductive, m its own 

productive (of the cognition) ; nnd fr0 m that nature of itself in 

form, not in the form of something ^ d^erenhated ;-why then 

iohe 

* Inconclusive ’* 
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, * nut in > not having the natuio or cliftiactor of a 

If then "'hat is meant b. ^ o nt , Uo „ > then the argil- 

O n Of character ’ among things 

mutually is what is admitted bv both parties lmned That 

The “r^Crf-tlilretThr nine or form of tins, -"Inch is 
otter cause _,s the Colo , \ ^ ^ rtl4 f olm or chamefer oj 

=r.*.s=sr^r,r 

zzhz&xizzzzz-zz 

nrrrL ,« -• - «. -««« 

certain tffeot.— why should the independent (unmised) productive «'“™*er 
be attributed to the Eye, etc themselves bv virtue of which 1( '“ c 
could be reswicted to that effect ^ 

The answer to tins is that ‘ In Jact, all cogmtiom proceed, etc etc’— 
This serves also to answer the objection urged to the effect that— “ the dif - 
ferenee of the Ear from the cognition being the same as that of the Eye, 
■why should not the Ear be regarded ns productive of it t ” —Thus then 
the ’ nature ’ of things being restricted, even when there is difference, it is onlv 
one thing that is productive, not the otliei There is nothing incongruous 
in tins 

If then the Eye, etc were regarded as productive, on the ground of their 
having a common character, though different — then that one nature of 
them would be productive and hence the only Cause , which would mean that 
the effect proceeds from that alone , and m that case, the other contnbutarv 
causes would ha\e to be regarded as useless 


If it be urged that “ the one Cause cannot produce the effect, on account 
of defects m other particulars ”, — then those particulars that are regarded 
as ‘ defectn e ’ would be mcapaWe, impotent,—* why 9 — by reason of difference , 
ie — because flier ore different from that comprehensive ‘nature* which 
has been regarded as capable (of producing the effect m question) , and if 
what is incapable happen to be defective, then that cannot hamper the 
production of the effect , as m that case anything might cease to be produced 
at all 

It might be urged that — ‘ we do not regard the General and Particular 
aspects of things to be absolute ! v distinct, and hence the Reason put forwaid 

* by reason of difference ’ become* madmt-sstbfe ” 

The answer to tins is as follows — If there were no difference, how could 
they be defective 9 That is, if the Particulars are nomdifferenfc from the 
General, then it should not be said that The one thing is not productive 
by reason of the defective character of particulars ’ Hence, when the 
General is there in its perfect form, those Particulars that are non-different 
from that General cannot be defecCue When between two tlungs, one does 
not always share the fate of the other, they cannot be of the same 

* nature * 
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Further, the incongruity urged is there in your ease also ‘ Presence ’ 
or ' Inclusion ’ being the same m nil things, why does not even thing pro- 
duce everything ? Just as, in your case, though the Presence or Inehision 
is tliero m alt eases, everything does not produce everything, so it would 
he in our case also So there is no force in tine 

Then again, even when the difference is equally present in several tilings, 
it is only one thing, not others, that produces a certain effect , and tins might 
bo due to the restriction on the productiveness of things, — on the principle 
that the ‘ nature ’ of one thing is not the 1 nature * of the other , and there 
can be no incongruity ra this 

When however, the product! s-eness belongs to one comprehensis e entity, 
— then one and the same entity would be productive os w ell es non productive, 
•—how could these two mutually contradictory affirmation and denial sub- 
sist in the some entity 5 There could be no incongruity if they subsisted m 
different entities Tins is w lint is meant by the w ords of the text — ‘ Bhasya, 
etc 'How could the one thing be both productne and non product tie, etc 
etc ’ 

The following might be urged— “ We do not regard anything to be 
absolutely comprehensive (inclusive), on account of winch there would be 
the incongruity of the same tiling being both products e and noti-prodncti\ e 
of an effect what wo hold is that there is difference also , so that nen- 


prodnctivencss would not be incongruous 

There may be difference, but it has to be explained whether tins dif- 
ference from the * productive ’ nature is meant to belong to the same com- 
prehensive ‘ produetivo nature or to another It cannot belong to that 
same , because there can be no exclusion (difference) of a thing from ite own 
nature , as m that case it would become nature-less (devoid of its character) 
Nor can it belong to another , if it is different, then, as it would be of the 
productive nature, and not imperfect, it could not be regarded as non- 
productive , if it w ere, that would lead to an absurdity 

Wo grant that that same thing may be different from its own nature 
evenso, the incongruity of one and the same thing being both prcdueheeand 
non-productive romams unanswered For instance, even when the difference 
is there, it conld not be effective ,n bringing about the one effect m quest.cn 
■ There can be no difference apart from its inclusion (or comprehensive 

” U .. 1 * — «** 

the same tinny being both productive and non-produclne would still be there 
’ (Inclusion) here stands for that which is comprehens, 
e the productive nature -The particle ‘ nom, is meant only 

toe “?ra^ 

Effect is produced from Particulars only, flc Indlva duahties, which 

selves should be regarded as assocl “ te ^ ^ - UraveISB r or General 
latter therefore do not necessarily i , , conslgt< - capacity 

aspect of things , because the character of t > Genera l is different 

fof effective action Under the circumstances ~ not 
from the Specific Individuality-^ non-different from 
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corn the man who seeks only for effective action and who is not concerned 
with the said difference or non-differencc , os a matter of fact, when the 
Man seeks for effective action, he has recourse to that which he considers 
fit for that action , and he ponders over the difference or non-difference of 
only that thing , and he does not ponder over them simply because he hkes 
to do it 

‘ Otheriuise , — 1 e if Difference (Exclusiveness) and Non difference (Incon- 
clusiveness) are not regarded as - real , — then, of the thing capable of effective 
action, there would be real difference or exclusiveness, in its own form, — and the 
General or inclusive character would be there, through the ‘ exclusion ’ (of 
all other things), which would be determined by the Conceptual Content So 
that there would be no dispute on this point 

It is only to tins extent that the man seeking for activity lias recourse 
to the consideration of Difference in general , and where would there be any 
need for his considering anv such General entity as is -not capable of 
effective action ? 

It might be argued that — “ The thing itself may be the General , — (the 
comprehensive factor), — why assume exclusion at all J ” 

The answer to that is — ' The Thing itself, etc etc ’—That is, if the form 
of the Cloth were present m the Jar, then the man seeking to carry Honey 
or Water might take up the Cloth , and there would be other such incongruous 
activities The other likely incongruities meant are all things being produced 
and destroyed at the same time and so forth. — (1764-1775) 

It may be that other people also, like the Buddhists, accept the view 
that ‘the various Generalities (Umversals, Commonalties) are assumed on 
«ie basis of things from which a certain thing is not not-excluded, and these 

Generalities embrace the Particulars (Individuals) ’ 

In view of this, the following remark is made — 


TEXT (1776) 

In case the ‘variegated character’ of things spoken of refers 
only to conceptual creation (Fancy), — then what would 

BE THE DIFFERENCE IN THE ASSERTIONS MADE BY 

‘ Vipras ’, ' Nirgranthas ’ and * Kdpilas ’ ? 


COMMENT ABY 

1 Variegated character ’ Difference, Diversity -(1776) 
The following Texts set forth Kumanla’s 


view on the subject : 
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TEXTS (1777-1778) 

“ When the Pot is broken- up and a Dish is made (of the same 
gold), the man wanting the former becomes sorry while 

THE MAN WANTING THE LATTER BECOMES GLAD, WHILE 
ONE WANTING ONLY THE GOLD REMAINS NEUTRAL 

Thus the thing has three aspects and the said 

THREE IDEAS WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE IP 
THERE WERE NO PRODUCTION, CONTI- 
NUANCE AND DESTRUCTION OF 
things ” [Shlolatdrttla — Yana- 

vada 21-22]— (1777- 
1778) 

COMMENTARY' 

Rumania argues as follows — “ Inasmuch as all things are capable of 
being bom, contmmng to exist and being destroved, — tliei hose three 
aspects That this is so is shown bv the fact that a single thing can bring 
about three effects Eor instance, when the Pot is broken up and made into 
a Dish, sorrow is produced in the man who wanted the former, while 
pleasure is produced m one who wanted the latter, while there is ind, {Terence 
m the man who wanted only gold If the thing had onlv one aspect, then 
the idea produced by it would be of only one kmd, not of three kinds 

• VardhamSnala' and ‘ Buchala ’ are particular lands of utensils — 
( 1778 ) 

The following might be urged (against Rumania) If it is admitted that 
the Entitv has three aspects,— even so, how does it follow that the tliree 
aspects consist of Destruction (Continuance and Production) * 

Answer (from Kumar da) 


TEXT (1779) 

« As A matter of FACT, there can be no Sorrow WITHOUT destruction 
‘ there can be no Happiness without production and there 

can BE no Neutrality without continuance It is in 
THIS WAY THAT THE UNIVERSAL (COM- 
MONALTY) is eternal ” — [Shlolavarlilti 
— Yanaiada 23] — (1779) 

COMMENTARY 

, , , —.-Reeause there can be no indifference 

' It is in this uay, etc > n t 0 j t i ie invariable con- 

^rr-isri* 

is understood to be eternal —(1 '79) 

The answer to the above arguments of Rumania is as follows - 
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TEXTS (1780-1783) 


This is not right , because of the absence of a common substratum , 
Production, Continuance and Destruction cannot have the 

SAME SUBSTRATUM , FOR IF THEY HAD, IT -WOULD INVOLVE THE -PRES- 
ENCE AT THE SAME TIME OF ALL THESE MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY 
PROPERTIES ALL THIS WOULD BE FREE FROM DIFFICULTIES UNDER 
THE DOCTRINE OF ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’ , FOR WHY SHOULD ANY 
MAN BE SORRY AT THE ABSOLUTE DESTRUCTION OF GOLD IN THE 
FORM OF THE POT 7 WHY TOO SHOULD THERE BE ANY JOY AT THE 
PRODUCTION OF THE GOLD IN THE NEW FORM OF THE DlSH * As 

for continuance, there is none, of anything at all — (1780— 
1783) 

COMMENTARY 


The principal sentence is * because of the absence of a common substratum ’ , 
this is explained m chat follows— 1 Production, Continuance, etc etc — If a 

single entity had the three aspects of Production and the rest, then it 

would mean that all these three — Production, Continuance and Destruction 

are there in the tlimg at one and the same tune , and yet it cannot be 
possible for these mutually contradictory properties to he present in anything 
at one and the same time , as otherwise, they would not be contradictories 
at all 

Question—" How then can there be the three notions described * ” 

In answer to this the Text shows how .this is possible — ‘ All this, etc etc ’ 
When the Gold m the shape of the Pot is destroyed by itself— why should 
any man so wanting it he sorry for it t Why too, on the production of a 
new tlimg in the shape of the Dish out of the Gold, should one be happy ? As 
for continuance, there can bo no such thing for anything of the nature of 
Gold , as both Production and Destruction are absolute without any con- 
nection with any dung (past or future) — (1780-1783) 

^ b ® 601 thBI1 how 15 there the deling of Indifference ? ” 
TEXTS (1784-1785) 

When the dull-witted man perceives the two things made of gold 

™*“L' n ’ 0N IT AS A CASE or ™ appearance OF SIMILAR 1 
PRODUCTS AND THEREBY COMES TO THINK OF IT AS SOMETHING 
LASTD.G -IF THE GOLD ITSELF HAD A LASTING FORM, THEN 
THAT FORM, K THE SHAPE OF THE Dish, COULD BE 
PERCEIVED IN ITS PRECEDING AND SUCCEEDING 
STATES ALSO, OR ELSE, THERE WOULD BE 
DIVERSITY —(1784-1785) 

COMMENTARY. 

P0rC6lVeS the tWO thm SS the Pot and the 
gold,— though perceiving it, he is not able to distinguish 
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between the characters of the two tilings, being deceived by the appearance 
of another similar thing, — and then he has the idea, of being similar pro- 
duels, which is the cause of his illusion, he concludes that the Gold lias 
continued to remain all the time 

‘ Samdndparabhdvena’ , — though the common character of being negation 
of not-gold, the two articles are regarded as the some or similar, and the 
man regards it as a case of the birth of two things with a common character 
Question — “ How do you know that the man regards the gold as some- 
tlung lasting, on account of being deceived by the appearance of common 
products , — and not on account of the gold being really lasting ? " 

Answer — ‘If the gold, etc etc ' — If eternahty did belong to the gold, 
then the Dish also would be perceived m the Pot, which is perceptible ' Other- 
uiise ’ — if the Dish is not perceived when the gold is m the state of the Pot, 
which should be perceptible, — or if the Pot is not perceived when the gold 
is m the state of the Dish, which should be perceptible, — then there is clear 
difference between the two (Dish and Pot) , and as the gold is not-different 
from them, like its own nature — the gold also becomes diverse It is m 
view of all tins that the Text says— Or else, there would be diversity ’ 

tinder Text 1717 — “ If the said entity, etc etc ” — a Season has been 
put forw ard in proof of the Diverse character of things 

The only objection we have to urge against that is that it is superfluous 
[proving what is already admitted] — (1784-1786) 


End of Chapter XX 



) 
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CHAPTER XXI. 

Examination of the, doctrine of ‘ Traikalya ’ — ‘ Things 
continuing to exist during thee points of Time.’' 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 4, the True Doctrine lias been called ‘Immobile’, the 
Author proceeds to support that idea. 


TEXT (1786) 

On the ground of the Gold continuing to be the same, when 

IT COMES TO BE REGARDED AS SOMETHING PERMANENT, — SOME 

Buddhists also hold (on the basis of this) that 
the thing (by itself permanent) passes 
THROUGH DIVERSE STATES — (1786) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Buddhist Doctrine is that ‘ there is nothing that has continued 
existence’, against this, the following objection is urged — “How can it 
bo said that ‘ there is nothing that has continued existence ’ — when as a 
matter of fact, some Buddhists (of the VaibhS?ika-Realistic-School) also,— 
like Dharmalrata and others— have accepted the view that an object con- 
tinues to exist at three points of time, through its diverse states this 
view is held on the analogy of the Gold (discussed above) continuing to exist 
(in the state of the Pot and that of the Dish) T ” 

This same idea is further expounded m the following texts — 


TEXTS (1787-1790) 

" Gom D0es ^OT abandon its COLOUR, even when THEBE ABE 
THE W ITS STATE ~ SrMILAIu: -Y UNDER ALL ITS STATES, 

r"” D0ES * 0T "“WW ITS CHARACTER OF < SUBSTANCE 

THINGS m N0T S0 ’ aHB * r EHE C0GNmoN 0F FAST and future 
OBJECT-LESS -How again, is it that it has been 
ass^ted by Taym that Cognition rests upon these two ?_ 

™ K PAST ^ *** *<> FURTHER 
. ,, ’ HELD T0 BE PRODUCTIVE OF RESULTS 2 How TOO 

Mystics have the distinct cognition of past and future 
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things ’—From all this it follows that Past and Future 

THINGS ABE NOT THE OBJECTS OF MERE ‘ NEGATION OF SUBSTANCE 
— BECAUSE THEY ABE INCLUDED UNDER THE CHABAOTER OF THE 
' STATES ’, ETC JUST LIKE THE PRESENT THING ( 1787 - 1790 ) 


COMMENTARY 

Among; Iho Buddhist wntors (roforrod to under Text I78C) are the 
following — 

(1) Hhadanta-DharmatrSta — tho upholder of the wow that while the 
thing undergoes changes, it remains substantially the same He argues 
ns follous — When a certain thing has entered into its course of existence, 

( hero is change ouh in its mode of existence, not in the substance , for instance, 
(lie subvlnnco Gold undergoes sovorn! ohnngos through which it comes to be 
i ailed tho * armlet * neclrlot ‘ ear-ring ’ and so forth, — but there is no 
change m t ho Gold itself In tho snmo way, tho object is something different 
fiom the Future, and other ‘modes ’ For instance, when a certain object 
abandons its * futuro ’ Mode and reaches tho ‘ present ’ Mode and when it 
renounces its ‘ present * Mode, it roaches tho * past ’ Mode, — and yet the Object 
tisolf docs not clinngo , ns tliroughout tho tliroo Modes, the same character 
of tho 1 substance’ continues. If it wore not so, tho ‘future’, -present’ 
and ‘ past ’ objects would bo entirely difforont from one another— What is 
it that is meant bv the term ‘ bhava ', ‘ Mode ’, here I — It is a particular 
quality on winch the notions of * Past,’ otc are based 

(2) Bhadanta-Ohofala— holds that tho changes undergone by the Object 
arc m its character Ho argues as follows — “ When the Object has entered 
,„to .ts course of existence, it is said to be ‘past ’, when it has the charac- 
ter of tho ‘ past’, but is not entirely deprived of the character of the future 
and the ‘present’ for example, a man may be attached to ono J°^’ 
but be need not. bo disgusted with other women S.milariywlionte 0*ect 
,s ‘ future ’ or ‘ present ’ [it has these character but is not 

of the other two characters] ’’-The difference between ties view and tl o pr^ 
vious one ,s that, under tins view tlungs are spoken of as past on acc 

•* ^asis^rssrsr- - - -g 

a tlung has entered the course of m - ^ vanatlons relate to the 

to its \ crying aspects (or conditio ) . the same at all three 

aspect, not to tho substance as the Substence ”"-“ P Iaced m the 
points of time For example, wh^ the day oo^Ungp P ^ ^ 

place of Units, it is denominated one . ***** q{ Thmlsanis , 

of Hundreds, it is denominated ^ ^ m m the state 

it is donommoted a thousand from aotmt y, it 

= —rlnr : 
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only different denominations are assigned to it in accordance with its varying 
position, which makes it indicative of varying numbers ” 

(4) Buddha-dcia (a writer of the second century AD ) — holds the 
view that the changes are due to changes m ‘ Relativity ’ — He arguos a*- 
follows — “ When an object lias entered its course of existence, it is called 
one or the other m relation to what has gone before and what is to come 
For instance, the same woman is called ‘ motlici ’ ns well as ‘ daughter ' , 
and the usage m question is also dependent upon the past and the future , 
w lien a thing lias something before it, but nothing nfterit.it is called ' future ’ , 
when it has something before it and also something after it, it is called 
‘present’ , and when it has something after it, but nothing before it, it is 
called • past ’ ” 

All these four Buddhists are Asti -tad i as, Realists (upholding the new 
that things have real and permanent existence) — called respect i\oly . (I) 
Mode-changers ’, Bhava-vadtn, (2) LaLsanavad m , * Ohai actor-changers ’ , (3) 
Aiasthdvadvn, ‘Aspect -changers’ and ( i)Amialhan>/athika ‘Relative changer,’. 

(1) Of these, the first (Dharmatrata— the ilodc-chanqer) does not differ 
from the Sanlhya, who holds the ‘ Modification ’ theory So that the refuta- 
tion that has been put forward against the Sanlfoja is applicable to this 
Buddhist Realist For instance, w ould the ‘ modification ’ come about w ithout 
the abandoning of the previous mode or after its abandonment. * If the 
former, then there would be comingling and confusion of the Modes If the 

latter, then that would be incompatible with the permanent existence of 
tilings 


(2) As regards the second new (that of Qhosaha),— here also there would 
be the same commglmg and confusion , as all tilings may have all characters 
regards the man {tailing in love with one woman, which has been cited 
as an example), he ,s spoken of as ’ attached ’ (or 1 ,n love ’) on account of 
.he appearance of Attachment, which is a totally different thing ; nnd he is 
said to be not disgusted’, when there .s mere association (meeting together) 
n the case of the ordinary thing however, there is no appearance of the 

statute thl’’ fT T! aSS ° C ‘ atl0n of ' character ’, — which would con- 
mem ’ Jhe I 1 "'? ° ^ ^ thB thmg ’ 3S ’ lf !t " ere ’ the * hke * attain- 

ZZ ’ Thusttr i "° llld he ° 0Ine B ° methm g *»««* ^om the 

and thatofthteMimple ^ etween th® t"' 0 oases— the case in question 

are iue To ZattTm T (< * *» changes in things 

**» *0 he set forth mdetd ZC * ^ - 

g rinitf^ g SL t o e cl OUrth Vle ", !tiUlt ° f ***"*"). * involves the mcon- 
‘Past’ staCtt Z7Z S Z T heS ^ Siate stance, under the 
and ‘ future ’ and the rLT SUC0eedin 8 ™nmnts would be ‘past’ 
criticism against tins is quite clear”^ * ““ ‘ ’ Th,s 


’22 ' f a 0 l2 nes t0 d — g the 

P ee s m the Text, only with reference to the 
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r t r:^Lfrtr of Vma> that the »«*>- 

been stated m connection with the exomotTf T m 1 a ° tlvUy] -What has 
- on,y nn indication of the 

reference to the \io« of , , ® writers,— and it is not in stnet 

Tins , s clear from , Tat S eemTto T °1l ( ° ®* ° f the Scribed, 
distinction f* As "*“* 

unde, (lie view o(»L l , T, ° f aCtmty ‘ 6to ete ’ .~«nd 

-rr ’ * ,s -* upon states ° f 

This viou (Yatmmitra's) is ns follows — 

Idea also cot, Id not be there , because regard to the case of eveX^tL 

Obl't ‘“I; 0 / 01 ™ T WiUCh th6 ° bje0t 18 co E msed ■ so that if the cognised 
Object not there, there is nothing that could be apprehended by the Cogni- 
tion , hence there n ould. be no Cognition (or Idea) at all 

“Fin ther, the Blessed One has declared that ‘Every cognition is produced 
on the basis of two tilings— Which two tlungs t— The Eye and the Colours 
and the Mental Function ’ If then the Post and the Future are not there, 
the cognition based upon these -would not be on the basis oj two things , so 

that there would bo incompatibility with tile scriptures 

“ Further, a past act could not bong about its fruit, if it were devoid of 
essence and deroid of existence, at the tune of the appearance of the fruit, 
os the cause of that fruit would not be there , what is nen-existenfc cannot 
have the capacity to produce an effect , as ‘ non-existence * consists in the 
absence of all capacity 

“ Then again, such ideas as ‘JMandhana Devadatta lived*, * the world- 
sovereign Shank ha shall be Maitreya Tathagata — which appear distinctly 
and severally m the minds of Mystics, in regard to the Past and the Future, 
could not be possible , as there can be no distinction among things that are 
non •existent 


“ From all this it follows that past and future entities, like Shrtharsa 
and others, cannot be regarded as mere ‘ negations of substance — because 
they have been declared as * to be included under the stales 5 — The Blessed 
Lord has declared as follows — * O Bhik&us, if the Past form had not existed, 
then the noble Shravaka would not have heard and been entirely in- 
different regarding past forms , hence, because there is a Past form, of 
things, therefore the noble Shrdvala has heard and has thus become indifferent 
to the Past All this severally would be much too detailed , hence thus 
whatever form has been past or is m future, — -all this is spoken of briefly as 
Colour -phase * ” 

In the compound (in the text) — * Adhmsangraha, etc etc ’» the term 
‘ adhmsangraha ’ stands for Colour, etc , in the sense that they are ‘ included 
under the states * 

The * Etc * includes * Sensation * and other Phases 
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__ , - ,, rfl . implies the further reason that all those have boon 

JT-* — 0.' 

and so forth — (1787—1790) 

The following might he urged Like iJte**. «« ««*- are always 

existent , hence there can be no idea of the Past, etc 
The answer to tlus is as follows ■ * 


TEXTS (1791-1703) 

1 In this connection, there should be no such cogitation as to 

HOW THIS DIVERSITY IN THE states COMES ABOUT BECAUSE THIS 
DISTINCTION AMONG THE STATES IS CONCEIVED ON TIIE BASIS Or 

activity That which is engaged in activity is called ‘ Present 5 

THAT M HICH HAS CEASED FROM ACTIVITY IS C IDLED ‘ Pa ST ’ 1ND THAT 
WHICH HAS NOT YET ATTAINED ACTIVITY IS CALLED FUTURE 
The ‘ ACTIVITY ’ OF THINGS SERVES ONLY TO ‘ PROJECT ’ THE RESULT, 
NOT TO PRODUCE IT AS THERE CAN BE NO SUCH PROJECTING IN 
THE CASE OF PAST THINGS, THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY OF ACTIVITY 
IN THEM ” (1791-1793) 

COMMENTARY 

The various states are determined through activity , that -which is 
engaged m activity is ‘ Present ’ , that of wluch the activity has ceased is 
1 Past ’ and that winch has not yet attained Activity is ‘ future ’ 

Objection — “ What is it that is meant by ‘ Kautra ', ‘ Activity ’, in tins 
connection ? — If it is operation, m the shape of seeing and the rest, — e g 
seeing and the rest are the ‘ activity ’ of the Eye and other organs, — since 
the Eye sees, the Ear hears, the Rose smells, the Tongue tastes, — and Cognition 
also is the Cogmser, as it is that winch cognises tilings , and thus Colour, 
etc become perceptible by the Senses , — if this is what is meant b\ 

* activity \ then, even when the Man has been bom, if the Eye, w Inch shares 
the fate of the body, lias no activity, the man (or the Eye) — could not be 
regarded as ‘ present ’ — Secondly, activity may be held to consist m the 
giving (producing) and receiving of the fruit, — for instance, the caste and other 
properties of man, which are born along with the Eye, are the result (fruit) 
of human effort; the Visual organ (Eye) or the supervising Deity, or 
Vibration brings about human effort ; and it is by reason of bringing about 
tins result that the Eye becomes a cause, and hence comes to be spoken of as 
present Under this definition of ‘ activity even Past things, being 
held to he productive of all-embracing results sharing the same fate, would 
have to be regarded as « Present ’ —Thirdly, it may be held that the 

Activity ’ meant, here is that which gives and takes all sorts ol results, 

In that ease, the Past, being the cause of some part of such results would 
have to be regarded as ‘ Half-present ’ " 
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possible , the said distinguishing however is not possible , because there can 
be no such distinction in the case of what is always present in the same form 
— (1799-1800) 


TEXT (1801) 

Oh (conversely), because it would be non-different from the 
Activity — the Entity, like the Activity, would be devoid 

OF THE 1 PREVIOUS ’ AND * LATER ’ CONDITIONS, AND 
WOULD HAVE ITS SOLE EXISTENCE IN THE 
middle (present) — (1801) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, being non different from Activity, the Entity also nould haie 
only such existence as is devoid of the previous and later ends, — like Activity 
itself 

Tile compound ' Purvapara, etc ’ is to be explained as ‘ that wlaoli has 
its atl— sole existence— m the middle,— being devoid of the two ends of the 
* previous 1 and the * later ’ — (1801) 

In the following Texts the Author laughs at the other party for expounding 
mutually contradictory doctrines 


TEXTS (1802-1803) 

Activity is not there always,— and the entity is described as 
* BEING THERE at ALL TIMES,— AND YET THE ACTIVITY IS SAID 
TO BE NON-DIFFEBENT FROM THE ENTITY CERTAINLY THIS 
IS CONDUCT WORTHY OF A DIVINE BEING '-EVEN IF IT BE 
HELD THAT THE EXISTENCE OF THE STATES (in THE 
Activity itself) is dependent upon other 

ACTIVITIES,— THE SAME QUESTION WOULD BE 
EQUALLY WELL RAISED AGAINST THAT 

view also - — (1802-1803) 


COMMENTARY 

„ . oome9 to this that the Entities, Colour and 

Under the crcnmetan^^ om n0Ivcb „ from Activity 

the rest, do not exist at ah tunes, as may 

This is shown in the Text— Tfc "^Activity mug t be something different 
For the following reason also the Activity -m 
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Then again, 1 ! to Activity itself is regarded as 1 fuluro without another 
Activity, then it should not he said that the states are determined hy Activity , 
as that would not be true , inasmuch as m the case of Activity itself its 
‘ future ’ and other states are determined on the basis of its own existence ; 
and in the same manner the ‘future’ and other states of Entities also could 
be determined on the basis of their own existence. 

In order to avoid tins objection it might be held that, in the case of 
Activity also, there would be another Activity, which would be the deter- 
mining factor. — But m that case also the same question — as to its being 
different or non-different from the former Activity, — would arise And this 
n ould he open to the further defect that it would involve an infinite regress. — 
(1802-1803) 

It has been pointed out that if the. Activity is non-different from the 
Entity, it must be there at all times,— like the form or nature of the Entity 
itself — Bhndanta-Sahanlabhadra has offered an answer to that, which is 
anticipated and answered in the following — 


TEXTS (1804-1805) 

' Properties distinct from the Entity have also been found to 

QUALIFY IT , FOR INSTANCE, THE QUALITY OF ‘ RESISTANCE ’ ” 

IF THIS IS URGED, THIS CANNOT HELP THE MATTER UNDER 
DISCUSSION, SUCH CHARACTERS AS THAT OF RESISTANCE 
AND THE LIKE ARE NOT PRESENT IN THE ENTITY 
AT ALL TIMES, THEY HAVE BEEN REGARDED AS 
OCCASIONAL , BECAUSE THE ENTITY 
ITSELF IS PRODUCED IN THAT WAY 

— (1804-1805) 


COMMENTARY. 

“As a matter of fact. Properties distinct from the Entity and vet 

ZTlV\ , b T Wd ’ fOT eSam * le ’ ** character of 

end to like found m Earth and other things These thmgs-Earth etc - 

all the same , and yet these are found to be. ‘ resistant • 
and aon-resistant’, ‘similar’ and , resistant 

properties which are distinct from to f“to tath ? * 

same manner, the Entatv eJT l , “ themselves In the 

different from the Entity itself ” ° ^ 8 ? Activity, which may be 

Thing, -ton tore cjt™ tot T f ** non ' M “ent from the 

®“ *“ b “ **** 


9 



870 


T ATTVASAN GRXHA CHAPTER XXI 


one another by reason of their being associated wivh mutually divergent 
characters, — and hence it is that while some are ‘ resistant others are ‘ non- 
resistant ’ , as is found in the case of ‘ Sensation", ere , but it is not that 
those same are ‘ non-resistant ’ which are * resistant ’ , and this for the same 
reason that there is no comprehensive entity m the form of ‘ Category ’, bi 
virtue of whioh the qualities of * Resistance etc could be occasional In 
fact, what happens is that the Entity itself, which is impartite, and is 
* excluded from like and unlike things ’, — is produced in that nay For 
these reasons it is not nght that any propertv, other than the form of the 
Entity itself, should distinguish any single Entity — { 1 804-1 805) 

Question — “ How then is it that there is such an expression as 1 RSpasya 
sapraltghatvam ’ , * Resistance of the Form \ where the two appear as different 
from one another, — if a property non-different from a thing cannot serre to 
distinguish it ! ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (1806) 

It is the Entity itsem, when it does not indicate ’ DIFFERENCE 
FROM OTHER THINGS THAT IS SPOKEN OF BY THE WORDS ‘ IT IS 
OF THE FORM ’ , JUST AS * DISPOSITION ’ IS SPOKEN 

of as ‘ of the Mind * — (1806) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ When it does not, etc etc ' that is, when it ignores the difference from 
other things 

< Spoken of as, etc.’— i e as if it were something different 
• It is of the form, etc ‘ It ’ stands for ‘ Resistance , 

> By the words l e by the expression ‘ Resistance of the Form 
An oxamole is cited-—* As Disposition, etc etc ’ 

The term ‘ apt cha' should be understood m the cumulative sense 
( 1806 ) 

“ 4 '*"’* y -» ■ —r 

have any nature apart from ttw. non-existent at tunes — Nor is it 

though it forms its very nat ^ re * ^ 1 . d no proV ious existence In 

a particular (form of it), as the A m y > the consecutive birth of 

fact, the * Activity >s like the ^ Cha ( ye( , [t ls not somo tlnng 

the Entity is called the Cham (o ’ - d as not -separate from it , 

different from the Entity, asrt»alwa5^«W*^“ , Mom0nt , „ OU ld bare 
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that there are effects o! the Cham, -and yet the Chain, as such, is nowhere 
existent (by itself, apart from the Entity) ; similar should be understood to 
be the case with * Activity as bringing about the slates 
The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (1807-1809) 

If the * Activity ’ is described as ' neither same nor different ’, 
dike the * Chain ’, etc , — then it becomes purely * illusory ’ , 
and thus being purely imaginary, like the Chain , it 

COULD SERVE NO USEFUL PURPOSE IN REGARD TO ANY 
EFFECT , AS FT IS ONLY A REAL ENTITY THAT IS CAPABLE 
OF EFFECTIVE ACTION THUS THEN, AS THE 
PRESENCE OF THE ‘ ACTIVITY ’ WOULD NOT BE 
REAL, ANY DETERMINING JCF THE STATES 
BASED UPON THAT ‘ ACTIVITY ’ 

could not be real — 

(1807-1809) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ lake the Cham, etc ’ — the ' etc ’ is meant to mclude the ‘ Aggregate ’ 
and such things — 

The ‘Cham’ is incapable of being spoken of as either different or 
non-different from the links of the chain ; hence, like the ‘ Pudgala ’ (Body) 
it is featureless, devoid of form , — m the same way the ‘ Activity ’ m question 
also would be featureless ; — when there is some feature (or form), it is necessary 
that it should be either different or non-different Thus then, the Activity in 
question being purely imaginary, it could not serve any useful purpose in the 
bringing about of any effect , just like the ‘ Cham The ‘ Cham ’, which, 
is purely a creature of fancy, does not serve any useful purpose towards any 
eSect, because it is featureless ; and the appearance of an effect is inseparably 
connected with some feature (or character). Hence it is only an entity, 
which has the form of a ‘ link m the chain ’ that is capable of effective action, 
— not the imaginary ‘ Cham ’. From this it follows that the * Activity ’ m 
question having a purely imaginary existence, — there can be no real presence 
of it, either before or after anything, and consequently any notions of the 
distinct states 1 determined upon the basis of such Activity must also be 
imaginary, not real —(1807-1809) 

Says the other party — “ It may be that .the Activity has a purely 
imaginary existence , and hence the distinction of the states based thereupon 
may also be only imaginary ,— what is the harm in that 1 ’’—This is the 
new taken up m the following 
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TEXTS (1810-1815) 

Firstly, tee Activity in question consists in * 'i- h e capacity to throw 
out Results ’ and is capable of being spoken op , how can it 

BE SAID TO HAVE AN IMAGINARY EXISTENCE, WHEN ttte CAPACITY 
OF THINGS IS AN ENTITY 5 — Secondly, THE POEM THAT IS ADMITTED 
TO BE BRINGING ABOUT SUCH EFFECTS AS burning, COoLllig AND THE 
LIKE, — -IS THIS SAME FORM HELD TO BE IN THE ‘ PAST * PRESENT ’ 
AND ‘ FUTURE ’ STATES q — If IT IS THE SAME, HOW CAN activity, 
inactivity and cessation of activity belong to the entity that 

HAS A SINGLE FORM 1 — HOW CAN THESE MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY 

modes be present in what is only one and undifferentiated * — 
If it is argued that — “ Because it abandons one 'State ’ and 

THEN TAKES UP ANOTHER, THAT ENTITY CANNOT BE UNDIF- 
FERENTIATED, WHICH PASSES THROUGH THE STATES ”, — THEN THE 
QUESTION ABI8BS ABE THESE * STATES ’ DIEFEBENT FROM THE 

Entity * — [The other party answers) — “N o, as in that case, 
the Entity would not be an aotive Agent. Because it is 

ONLY THROUGH THE EXISTENCE OF THE ‘ STATES ’ THAT THE EXISTENCE 
OF THE EFFECTS IS APPREHENDED " (1810-1815) 


COMMENTARY 

You (Sahantabhadra) have explained that the capacity of entities to 
throw up their effects is what is meant by ‘ Activity ’ , — now, how can this 
capacity to throw up effects have a merely imaginary existence ? That is, 
it can never be so Consequently the distraction of the ‘ states ’ based there- 
upon should also be accepted as real 

Further, the Form of Fire is found to be one that is capable of such 
efficient actions as those of Burning, Cooking, etc is this the same that 

continues m the ‘ Past ’ and other states ? Or is it different ? Hit remains 
the same,— then how can such contradictory properties as activity , 
inactivity ’ and 'cessation from activity’ belong to the said form winch 
and the same, totally undifferentiated t— And it is only through th 
1S re of these properties that the Entity could have such states as the 
presence of th. P P # , selectively If, even in the presence of 

he produced together ofae variations undergone in the 

- sr> — — ‘ 

This has got to he explamed^ ^ Qot ^rent i e they do not differ 
Says the other Party m that case the Enbty could net he 

from the Entities ™ 
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an active agent , 1 e. it would be inactive , as through positive and negative 
concomitance, it has been ascertained that efficient activity (causal efficiency) 
to produce effects belongs to the states only [Hence by being different from 
the States, the Entity could not be an active agent) ” — (1810-1815) 

The objections against this last view [that “ the States are not different 
from the Entity ”) are pointed out in the following — 


TEXTS (1816-1820) 

How DO THESE PEOPLE ACCEPT THE VIEW THAT THERE IS NON-DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THE ENTITY AND THE STATES ? — THEY (THE STATES). 
NOT SATOG BEEN IN EXISTENCE, COME INTO EXISTENCE AND THEN 
BECOME DESTROYED , — HOW THEN COULD THEY BE THE SAME AS 

the Entity ? — In the middle ‘ state t he Entity is ‘ active ' 

IN ITS OWN FORM, — THEN, AS THE SAME FORM PERSISTS IN OTHER 
TWO STATES ALSO, HOW COULD ‘ ACTIVITY ’ AND ‘ CESSATION OF 

ACTtvrrr ’ be there in these two states ? — If it is 1 active 

IN THE FORM OF SOMETHING ELSE, THEN IT CEASES TO BE ACTIVE 
AGAIN — If, LASTLY, IT BE HELD THAT THE FlKE AND OTHER THINGS, 

in the Past and Future states, are different from tip; same 

IN THE PRESENT STATE, — THEN IT IS'TRUE THAT THERE WOULD BE 
NO ROOM FOR THE OBJEOTION THAT COMWGUNG AND CONFUSION 
WOULD BE INVOLVED , BUT EVEN SO, AS THE ENTITY IN THE MIDDLE 

(Present) state becomes capable of fruitful action only 

WHEN IT COMES INTO EXISTENCE AFTER THE TIME DURING WHICH 
IT WAS NOT IN EXISTENCE, AND AFTER HAVING COME INTO EXISTENCE, 
IT DOES NOT CONTINUE TO EXIST, —THERE WOULD BE NO CONTINUITY 
OF EXISTENCE FOR THE ENTITY — (1816-1820) 


COMMENTARY 

the EmlT m y 0116 a ° 0ept thB that th ® stetes are “^-different from 

aft? ° ^ ^ a °“ Pt lt - Bec&use the States come into existence 
becon ' I f ? non-existent, and after having come into existence, they 

ibottr; r WlHl9 n0thm8 li6 thlS to the Entity , b oa Z 

r“ at ail Ws ™ er the -—no;, ^ 

how could“te StTr 18 mt ° e3QStenee ^ th6n “S exist,- 
be so, because the-^ m essenoe as the Entity ’-They can never 

bemg the seme ’as the EnUty “"T** -Otherwise, 

existing at all tunes —ivst >,L ti, ^ ^ WOuld haVe *° be re S arded 
non-different from the Entitv or 1 n&ture ° J the Entlty > because they are 
to be regarded as sub.ect 1 ’ ( °° nverse1 ^ the Entity itself would have 
the form® of the StlS ~ and so forth, -like 
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Even granting the assumption that the States are non-differont from the 
■Entity, — the objection based upon the attributing to them of mutually con- 
tradictory properties still remains unanswered For instance, when the Entity 
is m the ‘ middle ’ (Present) state, — is it active m its own form ? Or in the 
form of something else » 

If it is active m its own form, then, as that same form would be there in 
the Past and Future states also, — how could this form of the actne entity 
become active and inactive ? 

If it is active m the form of something else, then it ceases to he active , 
and hence becomes a non-entity 

Thus it is clear that it is not right to say that the same form is there in. 
the Past and Future states also 

If then there is some other form (of the Entity) in these States, then, 
under this view, there would be no room for the objection that it involves 
the confusion and commghng in the same thing of mutually contradictory 
properties of Activity and Inactivity, — because the Entity would not be the 
same But (the other difficulty will remain, that) if the Entity, Fire, which 
is capable of such action as Burning and Cooling, comes into existence after 
having been non-existent, and having come mto existence, it disappears,— 
this is incompatible with the doctrine of the permanent existence oi the 
Entity, because there is no continuity of existence —(1816-1820) 


The following might be urged-" It is true that the Entity, not being 
capable of action before it becomes capable of action, and hanng become 
capable of action, it ceases to be so , but even so, m these Past and Future 
states also the Entity is there all the same, though not capable nf action 
so that our theory is not incompatible with the idea of the Entity being 
at all times ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1821) 

—EO EFFECT OAR PROCEED— (1KA1J 


COMSIENTARY 


< >ph a i alone '—which is capable of action 

• **• r rsr 

• That which i-s not so * © nou 

_ , . Xu the case of such 1 Past' ’ entities ns 

The following might be urged actton , 8 not uallv hold to bo 

the ‘Partial (or divided) cause ^ P jJ produced’ cannot be 

there , hence the conclusion that no en 

admitted” 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXTS (1822-1828) 


Such a Past Entity would be one that has come into existence, 

NOT HAVING BEEN THERE BEFORE, AND AS SUCH IT WOULD CLEARLY 

be Present ’, — just like any other ‘ Present ’ entity , also 

BECAUSE IT WOULD BE OCCASIONAL — IF AN ENTITY HAS NO CAUSE, 
IT CAN BE EITHER ETERNALLY EXISTENT OR NON-EXISTENT, 
BECAUSE IT WOULD NOT BE DEPENDENT UPON ANYTHING ELSE 

That however, which has its existence dependent upon a 
Cause must be called ‘ Present ’ — Then again, other 

PEOPLE HAVE POSTULATED THAT ‘ MODIFICATION ’ OF FORM, ETC IS 
DIFFERENT IN CHARACTER FROM * PrATISANKHYXNIRODHA ’ (DIS- 
SOCIATION from Impurities brought about by transcendental 

KNOWLEDGE), AND OTHER * ETERNAL VERITIES ’ J AND THIS ‘ MODIFI- 
CATION ’ OR EMBELLISHMENT OF FORM AND OTHER THINGS, COMES 
ABOUT THROUGH BlRTH, EXISTENCE, ETC , NOW WHAT IS THAT PECU- 
LIARITY BY PRODUCING WHICH, BlRTH IS SAID TO BE ‘PRODUCTIVE ’ OF 
THE THING ! Is IT SOMETHING non-dlfferent FROM THE 1 UNBORN ’ 
form 2 Or different from it « If the Peculiarity is van- 
different from the Poem, then there can be no ‘ production ’ 
OF IT , as it would, in that case, be there even before the 
Birth ’, just as after it As for a different peculiarity, 
there can be no such,— because by reason of this difference, 
thebe can be no relation between them Further, as it 

WOULD NOT BE EXISTENT BEFORE, IT WOULD INVOLVE THE NOTION 

that the Effect was not existent (which is incompatible 

WITH THE OPPONENT’S DOCTRINES) — SlMILABLY IF Turn WERE 

Reversal of Character ’, ‘ Continuance ’ and * Destruction ’ 
(BROUGHT ABOUT RESPECTIVELY BY THE EMBELLISHMENTS OF 
Decay ’, ‘ Stability ’ and ‘ Non-eternality ’), — the objections 

BASED UPON THEIR BEING ‘ DIFFERENT ORNON-DIFFERENT ‘ DECAY ’ 
AND THE REST, WOULD BE APPLICABLE TO THESE ALSO — (1822-1828) 


any other Entity whose 


UUAUUSJN TAR Y. 

t ^ Usf an y other present Entity * i e 

present ’ character is not disputed 

Present ' 0 U 0rxw>l0nal ' .—this also goes with ‘ it would be 

- “ bS regarded aS Irre “ Because 

by the Causal Lmk (or Factra) ^ pr ° duced 

Causal Factor , because for tw f Z^ 0CCa3l0nal must >*• birth to a 

boas po^blelp^Lr^l “ 0a " Se ’ th6rc arS 0nly tW ° °° ndl - 

that Its existences Jt , “ or non-emstence , for the simple reason 

■occasional must have an a epead ® ut ' J P° n anything else; hence what is 
xistence that is brought about by a Causal Factor, 
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and thus it becomes established that, that which has its existence brought 
about by a Causal Factor must be ‘ Present ’ , that is to say, 1 Being Present ’ 
is invariably concomitant with * being occasional ’ 

Further, i£ the Entity is really objectively ‘ Past ’ and * Future \ then 
all * Embellishments ’ (or Modifications) would be everlasting , and m that 
case, there would be no difference between Form, etc and the ‘Dissocia- 
tion from Impurities by transcendental knov ledge ’ and other ‘eternal 
\ erities ’ 

It might be argued that it is only the Form and such things as are 
actually found to be embellished (or modified) that can be regarded 
as * modified ’ — not A-kds'mj and the other Eternal Verities , so that there 
would be clear difference between Form, etc and the said * Eternal Verities ’ 


This is the view that has been held by other people 
This however cannot be nght Because there are four marks of modifica- 
tion— (1) Birth, (2) Decay, (3) Existence, and (4) Non-etemahty Among 
these. Birth produces things, Existence leads to their continuance. Decay 
leads to their decadence, and Non-etemahty destroys them , hence among 
these, the functions of Producing and the rest have been held to be present. 

Now the question arises— What is that Peculiarity which Birth produces 
by virtue of which it comes to be spoken of as ‘productive ’ of the Form, 
etc 1— Is this Peculiarity something different from the Form, etc > Or 
non-different from them f These are the only two possible alternatives 

It cannot be non-different from Form, etc , because the Peculiarity in 
question would, in that case, be an accomplished thing even before the 
functioning of ‘ Birth and as such it would be incapable of being brought 
about,— just as after its accomplishment , what is already an accomplished 
entity cannot be brought about again, if it were, then there would be an 

'“orTn a Peculiarity be brought about which is different from the Form 

etc , because as it would be "teem tence/the 

determine that ‘this Pecukanty ^ J]fiId to be 

relation between them canno e a j ihe abov0 objections come 

different , if they are not held to be J duced by the 

in Nor can the relation between them be t p ^ other fand 

other , as the production of the thing ib u ^ mc j u ded under 

of relation is possible —those of “ q£ hem „ produced from it is held to 

that oi being produced Ifthen there ' et0 —then, as the Peculiarity 

subsist between the said Peculiarity ^ alone, it would be pro- 

would be capable of being produeedby tteFo^ ^ ^ what would 
duoed at all times from that a one , „ ^ y or m produces the Pecu- 

- ' Birth ’ do to it t-It might be «*»**■* Vm ^ ^ ^ ^ 



Zfi Otherwise it would lead to « the question would 

actually render some help, then - -^mnt ^iso forth, -just as it anses 
ansa as to its hemg different or ^ to an infinite regress 

m the case of the Peculiarity, and this wo 
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an * follows «- >* «- « **“ thw ,hor ° * n0 

toga about ti Non-etemuhty brings about 

then the question regarding these— 1 Reversal ’, etc.— being different or no 
different, will arise, as it arose in connection with Birth ■, 4 ,on<l 

then urged would be applicable in the case of those also -(18-2-18-8) 


TEXTS {1829-1830) 

These, ‘ Birth ’ and the rest, are productive of theih effects, 
nsr ACCORDANCE WITH THE LIMITATIONS OF THEIR NATl RE 1 
AND THIS CAPACITY OE THEIRS IS THERE BEFORE AS WELL 
AS AFTER , THIS POTENT FORM THUS BEING THERE AT 
ALL TIMES, WHY SHOULD THEY NOT PROCEED 
WITH THE ACTIVITY IS KEEPING WITH THEIR 
NATURE 1 AT TRE STARTING OF SUCH 
ACTIVITY THERE CAN BE NO LIMITA. 

TION ON THE ‘ STATES ’ — 

(1829-1830) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then again, the capacity o{ ‘ Birth ’ and the rest to produce their effeofcs 
is limited to their respective capacity , and this capacity o{ theirs is there at 
all times , hence they should produce their effects at all tunes It CBnnot be 
urged that there is absence of the ‘Causal Factor’ (which prevents the 
production) Because the Causal Factor also is there at all times Thus 
then, as Birth and the rest would be producing their effects in the ‘ past ’ 
and 1 future ’ states also, — one apd the same 1 state ’ should include all the 
States, of which thus there need be no division.— (1828-1830) 


TEXTS (1831-1832) 

Further, would the * Past ’ and other entities be momentary, 

OR NOT 1 — -If the FORMER, THEN THEBE IS THE SAME ABSENCE 
OE RESTRICTION — The ‘ MOMENT ’ THAT IS BORN BECOSEES 

the ‘Present 1 , — that which, on being born, 

BECOSEES DESTROYED, BECOMES THE ‘ PAST — 

AND THAT WHICH IS YET TO BE BORN BECOMES 

the ‘Future’. — (1831-1832) 

COMMENTARY 

Agam, are the Past, Present and Future things momentary or not t 
These are the tiro alternatives — If the former,- — if they are momentary . 
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jxpaa/ 

1,1 " r ™“ “* «» «. - — «*_„ 

that oo ES against you* aoom**, WB£K yomi D00najIS 

IT HAS BEEN SHOWN THAT ALL MODOTOAKONS 
AHE MOMENTARY" - — (2833) 


COMMENTARY. 


If the other alternative ,s aecepted-that the Past and the rest are not 
omen toy-then it goes against your doctrine -The term •J&tenfe,’ 
stands for MMm* accepted doctrine -The doctnne refereed to ,e that 
all modifications are momentary ' — (1833) 


TEXT (1834) 

The view in question rs opposed to Reason also Ip the things are 
existent, they must be momentary, like Present things 
The Invariable concomitance between these two 

TERMS HAS BEEN ALREABY ESTABLISHED 
BEFORE —(1834) 

COMMENTARY. 

Farther, the view in question dees not go agamst your own doctrine 
only, it is opposed to Reason also For instance, whatever is existent must 
he momentary, — like the Present thing, — the Past and the Future are existent 
— hence they must be momentary Previously — under the treatment of the 
Momentary Character of things (under Chapter VU1) the Invariable Con- 
comitance of this Probans (Being existent, with the Probandum, Being momen- 
tary) has been established Hence it cannot be said to be 1 Inconclusive ' 
(Doubtful) Further, * existence ’ is characterised by capacity for effective, 
action , — what is not -momentary is not compatible with effective action, either 
successive or simultaneous , — and when there is no effective action , there 
must be cessation of existence also, which is characterised by effective action 
Thus Existence becomes excluded from where the Probandum (mamenfanness) 


is absent — (1834) 
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TEXTS (1835-1840) 

Are these ‘Past’ and ‘Future’ things capable of effective 
action 1 Or not i — If they have that capacity, then they 

MUST BE REGARDED AS ‘ PRESENT LIKE OTHER ‘ PRESENT ’ THINGS 

— If the * Past ’ and the ‘ Future ’ are not regarded as ‘ Pre- 
sent’, THEN THEY MUST BE DEVOID OF ALL CAPACITIES, — JUST 

like the * Sky-lotus ’ — The Akasha and other ‘ non-produced ’ 

(ETERNAL) THINGS ARE OPEN TO THE SAME OBJECTION , HENCE THESE 
CANNOT SERVE TO MAKE OUR REASON * INCONCLUSIVE ’ — IN THE 
CASE OF ALL ENTITIES, THEIR RESTRICTED CAPACITY FOR EFFECTIVE 
ACTION, MUST BE DUE TO SOME CAUSE , IF IT WERE WITHOUT A CAUSE, 
EVERYTHING WOULD BE USED FOR EVERYTHING In FACT, THE 
RESTRICTED CAPACITY FOR EFFECTIVE ACTION MUST BE BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY A CAUSE , AND THERE IS NO OTHER OHARA CTERISTIO 
FEATURE OF THE * PRESENT ’ THING In THE CASE OF THE ‘ PAST ’ 

and ‘ Future ’ also, the said capacity is there fully complete, 

ACCORDING TO YOUR VIEW, WHEREFORE THEN SHOULD NOT THE 
CHARACTER OF THE ‘ PRESENT ’ BE ATTRIBUTED TO THEM * (1835- 

1840) 


COMMENTARY 

Further, there are the two alternatives— -these Past and Future things 
are capable of effective action— or not capable —If they are capable, then, 
the capacity being there, the things must be regarded as ‘ Present like 

7 h ° SB ‘ pr0S6rit ’ character » not disputed The argument 
may be thus formulated-Things that are capable of effective action must 

rhsnuted 6d 7" ,^ res ® lt, “ as those thm g8 whose ‘present’ character is not 
W^heT” 2 ^ FutUr6 tlun § s are ca P able of eS«otive action , 

the Meduct " ! , ^ uporl the natoe of tb “g*. which provides 

Ive^allh T “ m ~ ThS Pr ° bans ° annot be said to b ° ‘ Inoonclu- 
iZ :r.r h r 0f thB ‘ ’ oharaoter m and Future 

—The Ir~ P y “V*?”" * ^ ° ap “’-^ - m the ■ sky-lotus 
-^3SL h Wulated that are not-‘ Present ’ 

and Future t£ ari u t T a0tl0n, rl 8 the ‘ sk yl°tus ’,-and the Past 
absence of the wider character' 656111 ’ We “ per0e,ved m them the 

• eteS r to te • *-«*«• •. » vi ew of t^ 

nirodha , — which do not j *8&nkhy&-nirodha and Apratwanbhyd- 

included J XTuZt TT, ’~ bECaUS6 these al8 ° « 
Thus there Tenn ( Sub l««t of the Syllogism) 

(or Doubtful) 5 D0 STO ™ d for the Season being regarded as ‘ Inconclusive ’ 

«n titles, must' be^L^tted ^ Bapa “ ty JoT efieobve aotloa *at there is m 
d to he due to some cause , otherwise, if it were 



880 


TATTVASANQRAHA • CHAPTER XXI 


without cause, ton tlioro could bo nothing to restrict it , and the capacity of 
things would, m that coso, not bo restricted (or iunitod) , with the result that 
each and ovorj thing would bo utilised in bringing about each and every 
effect Thus it cannot bo right to restrict tho efficiency of the eternal ven- 
ues, Alashn and tho rout Consequently they do not supply the ground for 
regarding the Reason as ‘ Inconclusive 

Nor ran it be urged that tho former Reason is one whose presence m 
file contrary of tho Probnndum is opon to suspicion , because the efficiency 
that pertains to n particular officiont activity, — tho birth of which is due to 
cnuflnt feet oi s, — is whnt characterises tho ‘ Present ’ , and tlus characteristic 
of file ' Present ’ is present intact in tho Post and Future things also , hence, 
tlioro being no other basis for this, wliv should those be not regarded as 
‘ Present ’ 7— (1835-1810) 


TEXT (1841) 


As A CONSEQUENCE or Tins, ALL ATTEMPT TO ATTAIN HEAVEN AND 

Final Beatitude would be futile, as no fruit is 

TOUND THAT COULD BE ATTAINED BY 
EFFORT. — (1841) 


COMMENTARY 

Thon again, for tho man for whom the Past and Future are actually 

no fruit that could be attained by ^ be sa,d 

tho Austerities and Penances tot constitute effort^' ^ ^ „ __ 

that “toy would havo the ^ o{ Re3uIte 1B something tot 

That would mean that tho said r __ But evfm 80> w i la t js it tot 

was not thorobofore and lias come a o ffi t f_“Th« efficiency 

would bo efficient 7 And wtar-m t^doyou mean by ' ‘makmg 

would ho m making to res^te^ p resent ^ ^ att0t Cr place’, ton to 

lias now come into existence summits of mount Mlru- 

• Heaved stands for the ™ * DgUveranee ,-the 'Samsaw 

' Apavarga ’, ‘Final IWtf ‘ ?"or toe consists in Observances 

of these is torn attainment -The 40 an 
and Austerities — (1841) 
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TEXT (1842). 

IE, ON the OTHER hand, THE PAST AND FUTURE THINGS ARE HELD TO 
BE WITHOUT THE capacity for effective, action, then, on t 
GROUND ALONE, THEY WOULD BE non-CXlStenl ,■ -LIKE 

the ‘ Shy-slower — (1842) 


COMMENTARY. 

If then the second alternative view (proposed under Text- 1835) is accepted 
—that the Past and Future things are devoid of capacity for effective action, 
—then, in that case, for that very reason, —of being devoid of capacity 
for effective activity , — they would have to be regarded as non-existent , 
like ‘sky-flowers’, as the only characteristic of ‘non-existence’ consists 
in the absence of all capacity — (1842) 

Having thus adduced arguments in favour of the view that the ‘ Past ’ 
and the * Future ’ do not exist, the author proceeds to refute the arguments 
that have been put forward in support of the view that they do exist — 


TEXT (1843) 

As REGARDS THE REASONS THAT HAVE BEEN ADDUCED, THEY MUST RESIDE 
IN THINGS , AND UNTIL THESE THINGS ARE ESTABLISHED, THE 

Reasons oannot be admitted — Or else, on account 
of the ‘ Present ’ character being established, 
the said Reasons are * contradictory 

— AS GOING AGAINST THE NATURE 

of the Subject. — (1843) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ Reasons ’ meant here are those adduced by the other party, under 
the Text 1790, these are ‘Inadmissible in. regard to their substratum’; 
because the things m which they are said to reside are the Past and Future 
things, and it has been shown that these do not exist ; as has been said — 
‘ if the thing is not there, its property oannot be there ’. 
t ®ven if the said things existed, as they have been proved to have the 
Present character, the Reasons in question would be proving something 
contrary to the very nature of the Subject , and as such, they would be 
' Contradictory ’ — (1843) 

Question “If that is so, then how is it that Buddhist writers have 
declared the Past and Future Forms, etc to be included among the ‘ states ’ * 
The Past and Future character of non-entities like the Hare’s Horns is never 
tried to be determined 
Answer • — 
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TEXTS (1844-1845) 

That form which, having come into existence, has ceased to exist, 
has been described as ‘ Past ' , and that which is to come 

WHEN THE CAUSAL FACTORS ARE COMPLETE HAS BEEN 
DESCRIBED AS ‘FUTURE* — 1> THE ‘EXISTENCE’ OF THIS 
WERE INSISTED UPON, THEN THEY' MUST BE 
REGARDED AS ‘ PRESENT ’ , THIS IS WHAT HAS 
BEEN JUST MOVED , AS THE ONLY 
CHARACTERISTIC OF THE * PRESENT ’ 

is that it should be existent 

-(1844-1845) 

COMMENTARY 

This is easily understood -(1844-1846) 

Question — “ How is it that the presence of Form, Sensation and the rest 
has been attributed to these ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (1846) 

When Form, etc are attributed to the Past and Future things, 

IT IS THROUGH l?npOSVng UPON THEM THEIR PAST AND FUTURE 
CONDITIONS , AND NOT IN REALITY (1848) 

COMMENTARY 

* Turn dasham ’—that condition —(1846) 

Question —“How is it then that Cognition has been declared to rest 

in two substrates 1 ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1847) 

Cognition with an object ! 

COMMENTARY 

Cognition is of two kmds-with that 

JugM hy rkssed Lord, as being based upon two 

substrates — (1840 


Question — 
also ? ” 

Answer — 


+ t i.„ r6 IS Cognition without Object 
‘ How is ^ known that there is 
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TEXT (1848) 

In the case of the cognitions of ‘ Eternal things ‘ God ’ and so 

FORTH,— THEBE IS NO OBJECTIVE BACKGROUND , AS WORDS AND 

Names are devoid of the forms of those — (1848) 
COMMENTARY 

1 And so forth ’, includes such other assumed things as Primordial 
Matter, Time, etc 

No such idea should he entertained as that these cognitions liavo their 
objective background m the words , tlus is what is meant by the words — 

‘ As Words and Names, etc etc ' — What is meant is that the ‘ form ’ of God 

such as Etemahty, Being the Cause of all things and so forth, — that is 
envisaged in the said cognitions, — of that form, the Word or the Name 
is entirely devoid, — which Word or Name does not undergo any modification 

The term ' drfi ’ m ‘ shabdanamadt ’, is meant to include the contingent 
cause (of Cognition), postulated by other people, m the shape of the Reflected 
Image of things — (1848) 


Question . — “ If then there is Cognition without object also, then how is 
it called ‘ Cognition ’ t Because ‘ Cognition ’ stands for that which apprehends 
things , and when there is nothing to be apprehended, how could the cognition 
he there ’ " 

Answer — 


TEXT (1849) 

It is called ‘ Cognition 1 only by virtue of the presence of the 

NATURE OF ‘CONSCIOUSNESS 1 ; AND THIS ‘CONSCIOUSNESS 1 
ALSO CONSISTS IN THE COGNITION BEING tlot-dark 
"WHICH IS DEDUCED FROM ITS being 
luminous — (1849) 

COMMENTARY, 

co™Zn e . Pr T C ; ° f thS ° f « not possible without 

et?^S S >7Z ? W Z * * added ~‘^ *» Consciousness, etc 

f of the Cograhon- - w“ ’~ 

not-dark, only, on account of th k Xt insists m the Cognition being 
it, and also of the f g n0thmg ehe to be '“nmined by 

is of the t t T ° f any 0thBr BOUree o£ illumination, the Cognition 

and itib" ft : tSGU ’- hke thB LlSht *««* » the atmo5ere“ 

by virtue of this luminosity that it is called • Cognition 1 —(1849) 


Question 

Answer 


How- does the past act bring about its fruit ” 
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TEXT (1850). 

■zz.’Vz - ™»»— 

Sr the ENTITY (WHEN PRESENT) —(1850) 

COMMENTARY 

01 

Question —‘‘If that is so then how is it that the Blessed Lord 

motS-T^ ,ThBre “ Karma ’ M deCayS ’ * 3 obs ™ and koines 

Answer — 


TEXT (1851) 

Is view oe the said Impression being attributed to the 'Series 

OF COGNITIONS , THE LORD HAS SAID THAT ' THERE IS Karma 
WHICH ASSERTION IS FIGURATIVE , AS THE PRINCIPAL 

(oe the Debt) is said to be ' not des- 
troyed (dost) ’ — ( 1851 ) 

COMMENTARY 

' Bhaktyd '—Figuratively 

When m the case of a Debt, when the accrued interest has become 
equal to the Principal, the Principal actually disappears , yet it is said to be 
‘not lost’ In the same way the Karma, Act, also, though past and 
gone, is spoken of as ‘ not gone and destroyed ’ — (1853) 

Question — " What was the purpose for which the Teaching was given 
m figurative language f ” 

Answer ; — 

TEXT (1852) 

The matter has been explained in this way by the Teacher, pob 
the purpose of behoving the notion op the utter annihila- 
tion (of past Acts) Otherwise, how could he 
explain the Teaching imparted in the 
Aphobism declaring the 'Void’ ! — (1852) 

COMMENTARY 

If it were declared that ‘ the Past act does not exist it might bo under- 
stood that there is non-existence of that potency to produce the fruit which 
had been set going by the past act , and the disciples would come to (nko 
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up the view of the utter annihilation of the Past and its Effects , it is m viow 
of this possibility that the Lord lias said that ‘ the Act persists 

Otherwise ’ — if the Past really persisted, — then how could we explain 
the teaching in the aphorism where we are taught that ‘ m reality all is void ’ ’ 
As a matter of fact, when the Eye is produced, it does not come from any ■ 
where , similarly when it is destroyed, it does not go away to any other place , 
what happens is that after having beennot in existence, it comes into existence, 
and having come into existence, it again becomes non-existent — It might bo 
urged that — “ in the Present state, it comes into existence, after having 
not been in existence ” — That is not so , because the ‘ State ’ is not any- 
thing different from the entity (Eye) , as is clear from the assertion that these 
same (things) are the ‘ States ’ and they exist as such — If it be meant that — 
“not having been itself, it becomes itself ” , — then it would be established 
that there can be no 1 future 1 Eye — Further, if the Modifications are always 
there, the Oause and Effect would not be there , which would mean that there 
is no fixed Truth , and this would imply the absence of the two paths of 
Repression (Purification) also , and thus the four Truths being non-existent 
there would be no possibility of True Knowledge, Renunciation, Direct 
Intuition and Meditation These bemg not there, there would be non- 
existence also of the Pudgalas (Bodies) which are near about the regions 
where the Print of Acts come about This would put an end to all Teaching 
—From all this it follows that the assumption of ‘ Past ’ and * Future ’ 
things is not wholesome — (1862) 

It has been asked by the Opponent (under Text 1789) — “ How have 
Mystics distinct cognitions of the Past and Future T " 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (1853-1856) 

The Mystics cognise that poem of the ‘ Present * thing which, 

DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, HAS BECOME EITHER AN EFFECT, OR A 
CAUSE, SUBSEQUENTLY, THEY FOLLOW IT UP WITH Conceptual C001U- 
tions, WHICH ARE PURELY COMMON (SECULAR) IN CHARACTER, AND 
WHICH ARE REALLY WITHOUT OBJECTS (WITHOUT A REAL OBJECTIVE 
BACK-GROUND) — THUS IT IS THAT, ON THE BASIS OF THE SAID PAST 
AND FUTURE SERIES OF CAUSES AND EFFECTS, PROCEED ALL TEACHINGS 

™ PAST ASD xhb fob the TatMgata 

Himself, His teachings proceed without circumlocution 

BECAUSE THE SERIES OF HlS COGNITIONS ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID 
OF THE WEBS OF CONCEPTUAL CONTENT (1853-1856) 

COMMENTARY 

It has become the ' Effect ’ in relation to the 1 Past • —and * n. . 

w relation to the ‘Future’. vast and Cause’ 

10 
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‘ Yikalpanugatatmabhih ’ — 1 e with Conceptual (Determinate) Cognitions 
' Beatty without objects ’ , — because the Specific Individualiti of things 
cannot be envisaged by Cognitions associated with verbal expressions 
‘ Tat ’ — Thus, Therefore 

On the basis of the Past and Future senes of Causes and Effects, — 
proceed all teachings regarding the Past and the Future, — from such M\ sties 
as have not yet reached the Purest (Highest) stage 

As regards the Blessed Lord Himself, He does not even have the purely 
secular cognition, — because He is always calm and collected on account of 
the destruction of all Illusion and Ignorance , and atl that is Conceptual is 
the product of Ignorance and Illusion This has been thus declared — 
* Conceptual Content itself having assumed the form of Ignorance proceeds to 
impose its own form m the shape of the External world ’ — So that, under 
the influence of the whole mass of His previous Meditations, Pieti and 
Knowledge, His nature has become like that of the Chmtdinam gem , lienee 
His teachings proceed without ciroumlooution of anv kind — (1853-1856) 


End of Chapter XXI 



CHAPTER XXII. 


Lokayata — Materialism 

COMMENTARY. 

[In the Introductory Text, 4] the Truth has been spoken of as ‘ without 
beginning, without end — The Author proceeds to set forth arguments m 
support of this view, starting with the criticism that has been urged against 
it • — 


TEXT (1857). 

“ If thebe is no entity that has continuity of existence, then 

THERE CAN BE NO * OTHER WORLD ’ BECAUSE THERE IS 
NOTHING THAT COULD BELONG TO THE 
‘ OTHER WORLD ’ ” (1867) 


COMMENTARY 

' e utity ’ — like the Soul, etc — The * Soul ’ has been already rejected ; 
hence it cannot be ‘ continuous simplv because it does not exist at all ; 
as for the Cognition and other entities, they are all momentary, and it has 
been proved m the Chapter on * The Three Points of Time ’ that there can 
he no continuity of these — (18S7) 

‘The Body, etc might appertain to the other world’ The answer to 
that is as follows — 


TEXTS (1858-1859) 

The Body, the Cognition, the Sense-organs and the rest being 

DESTROYED EVERY MOMENT, — THEY COULD NOT PERTAIN TO THE 
OTHER WORLD , AND THERE IS NOTHING ELSE THAT IS 

admitted (by you, Buddhists) Hence conscious- 
ness MUST BE REGARDED AS PRODUCED FROM 
OR MANIFESTED BY, CERTAIN MATERIAL SUB- 
STANCES, — JUST LIKE FERMENTED ACIDS, 

LIQUORS AND SUCH THINGS ” 

(1858-1859) 


COMMENTARY. 


u® lent and the rest ’ includes Meeting 
(Sanjna) and Mental Faculties (Samskara) 
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Tht rS tbJT hlmj "*? tllai * admiited ~ m the sh “P® of the Soul > 
(Materialist) H» ° f 

could belong to the ^ aorfrf , the re ~„o ?“ 

“r“ C - ^ — - — - - th“ 

Some commentators upon these aphorisms ofter the catenation that 
Cometousnesa is prod.ee, out of the matenal substances, others Z^Z 

Shth man ' f ? Sted bj them Hence *• author has ment.oned 

both these views- — produced or manifested ’ 

‘ Shul/a ’ — is fermented acid 

Surd — is intoxicating liquor. 

And such things ’—is meant to include tilings having the effect of rank-mu 
people unconscious and so forth — (1858-1839) 


An objection is raised — ‘ As a matter of fact, Consciousness (or Cognition) 
is always produced on the basis of such causes as the Eye and other Sense- 
organs, and Objects, u» the shape of Colour (Forms) ,—this fact is too well 
known How then is it said that Cognition proceeds from those material 
substances 1 ’ 

The (Materialist's) answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (1860) 

‘ The -names ‘ Body , ‘ Sense-organ ’ and so on are irrum to 

PARTICULAR COMBINATIONS OF EARTH AND OTHER MATERIAL 
SUBSTANCES, THERE IS SO OTHER REALITY THAN 
THESE ” — (1860) 

COMMENTARY 

Saj^ the LoKuyata-Sutra — “It is to the combination of these that the 
names * Object ’ and 1 Sense-organ ’ me applied , — the Sense organ, etc Imo 
no existence apart from the Great Matenal Substances , — the idea of thoso 
appear only m regard to the combinations of theso , — and ‘ combination ' 
has no existence apart from the combining elements , — these four Material 
Substances are well known by diTect Perception — Apart from these, then 
n, no other Reality, equally cell known by direct Porcoption ,— and npnri 
from Perception, there is no other Means of Cognition, which could pro\( tlie 
existence of the ' other world ’ and such things ” —(1800) 
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‘ Thebe cay by no relation or Cause aye Effect between- tee 
two Minds (Consciousnesses) uydeb disfute, because 

THEY SUBSIST IN DIFFERENT BODIES— JUST LIKE THE 
CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE COW AND THE CONSCIOUSNESS 

of the House —Cognitions (Consciousness) 

CANNOT BE THE EFFECTS OF THE COGNI- 
TION (Consciousness) in question,— 

BECAUSE THEY ABE CONSCIOUSNESS 
— tot Consciousness con- 
nected WITH ANOTHEB 
‘Series’ ”—(1861-1862) 


COJDIBNTABY 


"Further, if the Mind that existed in the past bodv were the cause of 
the Mind (Consciousness) in the bodv now born, — and the Mind m the dvmg 
body were the cause of the Mind in the future body, — then, inasmuch 
as there would be no cessation m the continuity of the Mind, the existence 
of the ‘ other world 1 might be postulated As a matter of fact, however , 
there can be no relation of Cause and Effect between the said two Minds 
m dispute, — because they reside m different bodies —just like the Cognition 
of the Cow and the Cognition of the Horse 

"Or, the produced Cognitions maybe made the ‘Subject 1 , — in regard 
to winch there is denial of the idea- of their being produced by the last cognition 
in the past (dead) body , — the 4 Probans 5 being the same as before, ‘ because 
they are cognitions 1 , — the 4 Cognitions appearing m other Senes 1 supply 
the Corroborative Instance. 

" The argument may be formulated as follows — The (present) Cognition 
cannot be produced by the last Cognition in the Past body, — because it is 
Cognition, — like the Cognition appeanng in another Senes , — the Cognitions 
appearing in the Body m question are all Cognitions , — hence there is 
apprehension of what is concomitant with the contrary , inasmuch as ' being 
cognition is concomitant with the contrary of * being produced bv the 
Cognition m the last Body in question ” -(1861-1862) 


The idea of the ‘ previous birth ’ has thus been denied by the Materialist ; 
be proceeds to denv the ‘ future birth ’ — 
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TEXT (1863) 

* The Dying Consciousness of the .man beset with Affections 

CANNOT BEING ABOUT THE CONTIGUITY OF ANOTHER MjND 

(or Consciousness), — because it is Dying Conscious- 
ness, — JUST LIKE THE DYING CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE 

Person free from the ‘Afflictions ’ (Passions 
and Impurities) ’* — (1863) 


COMMENTARY. 

“ The Dying Consciousness cannot bring about another Consciousness, — 
because it is Dying Consciousness— like the dying Consciousness of the 
• Arlml (the Person free from the Afflictions (of Passions, etc ) ” —(1863) 


Question. —How then does the Consciousness (Mind) crane about ' 
Answer — 


TEXT (1864) 

" Prom this it follows that the right view is that Consciousness 
proceeds from the Body itself which is equipped with 
the Five Life-breaths— Prana, Apana and the 
rest —as has been declared by KambalSsk. 
la/ara ”■ — (1864) 


COMMENTARY 

The ^ B f y ltSeK ’ et °”" Wh,dl 1,1,9 bWn 

pronounced by Bn*****" 

_ BoAv has been completely 

An objection is lai ^ d "~ J en the {orm 0 { the foetus. etc .-Con- 
formed, and while .t still condlt > 0 n ; and this Consciousness 

seiousness is abeadvttoe, though mlatwt^^ ^ ^ ^ body> then 

The answer to this is as follows 
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■ To ASSBKE that Consciousness besides in the Eceths, etc is sheer 

AUDACITY , NOTHING CAN BE COGNISED AT THAT STAGE, AS THE 
SENSE-ORGANS ARE NOT THERE , AND CONSCIOUSNESS CAN HAVE 
so FORM OTHER THAN THE COGNITION OE THINGS . IT IS FOR 
THIS SAME REASON THAT THERE IS NO CONSCIOUSNESS IN 

the state of swoon Nor can Consciousness exist 
there in the form of a latent potency; because 
no Potencies can exist without a substratum, 

AND AS THERE IS NO SOUL THAT COULD BE THAT 
SUBSTRATUM OF CONSCIOUSNESS, THE BODY IS THE 
ONLY SUBSTRATUM POSSIBLE FOR IT. So THAT 
AT THE END, WHEN THE BODY HAS CEASED 
TO EXIST, WHEREIN COULD THE CONSCIOUS- 
NESS subsist * ” — (1865-1868) 


COMMENTARY. 


“ The Sense-organ and the Object are the cause of the birth of Conscious- 
ness , — because Consciousness consists only in the apprehension of things ; at 
the fcetas-stage of the Body, neither the Sense-organs nor the Objects are 
there , how then could there appear the eSect of these, in the form of Con- 
sciousness 1 Thus it is proved that on account of the absence of the Cause, 
there can be no Consciousness, even in a swoon — Such is the upshot of the 
whole 

“It cannot be right to assert that at that stage the Consciousness is 
there in the state of latent Potency Because at that stage, there is no sub- 
stratum for such a Potency, either in the shape of the ‘ Soul ’ postulated by 
the NuiySyifej, or in that of the ‘ Cham of Cognitions ’ (postulated by the 
Buddhist) , and Potency cannot be there without a substratum. Hanee it 
follows that on the ground of sheer capacity, the Body alone can be the 
substratum of Consciousness. For the simple reason that there is nothing 
else that could he the required substratum, — either in the shape of the 
Cham of Cognitions ’ or the ‘ Soul ’. Consequently, at the end, when the 
Body dies, the substratum m the shape of the Body having ceased to exist, 
hew could the Consciousness exist without a substratum I 

Thus it is proved that there can be no Future Bvrih ” — (1865-1868) 
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TEXTS (1869-1871) 

When the other Bode has not been seen, how can it be under 

STOOD THAT THE REQUIRED SUBSTRATUM IS THE BODY THAT IS 
BORN SUBSEQUENTLY 5 HOW TOO COULD THE CONSCIOUS- 
NESS, RESIDING IN DIFFERENT BODIES, BE REBATED 
TO THE SAME ‘ CHAIN OF COGNITIONS BEING LIKE 

the Consciousness of the Elephant, the Horse 

AND OTHER ANIMALS ! — FOR THESE REASONS, 

AS THE SUBSTRATUM OF CONSCIOUSNESS, 

YOU HAVE EITHER TO SEEK FOR A 
BEGINNINGLESS AND ENDLESS 
TRANSMIGRATING PERSONAL- 
ITY, — OR ACCEPT PURE 

Materialism ” — 

(1869-1871) 


COMMENTARY 

*< it, might be argued that — the Consciousness would be subsisting m that 
intermediate body which would be produced immediately after death” — 
But that cannot 'be right, because no such intermediate bodv has ever 
been seen appearing immediately after death , and there can be no certainty 
regarding the existence of what has never been seen , as such a thing is always 
reearded as non-existent 

Nor can it be right for the Consciousness of one chain to subsist m 
another body,— as in that case the obaraoter of being related to the same 

to - » «» “• 

asrjssrr 1 . ~ T r r - 

“Ehs rs, sr “ assr sssi 

TlttZitZeliiZ » a. »««'« I— ■>»“ Mr — 

dead body and that " L® wotJd the possibility of the apprehension 
m different bodies , hence there wouin p a mattOT of f nc t, there 

of what is contrary to must be true That is, what 

is no such apprehension , . subsist m different bodies , — e g the 

are related to the same - Cham ^ body 0 f the Horse , 

Consciousness of the Elephant doe ^ ^ same < Cham * , —hence 

-the Consciousness of every mt h the contrary, because 

there is apprehension o w mvanably concomitant with *«*' 

‘ being related to the sa- CW ■ * . Eub81B , ng m efferent 

sating m the same body , wlucn > 

bodies’. , ^ '-recapitulates the Materialists 

The words- 1 For *** reasom ^ & 

view _ > m Shaw' is destruction, end, 

‘ Kdi ’—is birth, beginning , b mn gless and endless 

which has neither beginning nor end is 
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Or, accept pure Materialism* , — this indicate? the Lotayata- Sutra — 
* There is no one related to the other wo rW , hence there can be no other 
world • —(1869-1871) 

The following Texts answer the above arguments (of the Materialist) — 


TEXTS (1872-1877) 

As REGARDS THE ‘ OTHER WORLD THERE IS HO SUCH ' OTHER WORLD 
APART FROM THE ‘ CHAIN OF Causes and Effects, IN THE FORM OF 
Cognition and the rest ’ "What is spoken of as * the other 

WORLD OR * THIS WORLD THAT IS ONLY BY WAY OF A CERTAIN 
LIMIT PLACED TOON THE SAID ‘ CHAIN ’ WHICH IS BEGINNINGLESS AND 
ENDLESS — -We REGARD IT TO BE THUS, IN THE SAME WAY AS PEOPLE 
ADDICTED TO THE PLEASURES OF THE PERCEPTIBLE ONLY ASSUME THE 

1 OTHER WORLD ’ TO CONSIST IN SOME OTHER PART OF THE COUNTRY 

If WHAT YOU ARE DENYING IS THE ' OTHER WORLD ’ DIFFERENT FROM 
THOSE JUST MENTIONED, — THEN THE ATTEMPT TO PROVE THAT 
DENIAL IS FUTILE , AS THERE IS NO DISPUTE (BETWEEN US) REGARDING 

THE NON-EXISTENCE OF SUCH ‘ OTHER WORLD ’ —Objection “ THE 

Chain BEING A NON-ENTITY, IT CANNOT HAVE DIFFERENT STATES J 
HOW THEN CAN THE ‘ OTHER WORLD ’ CONSISTING OF THESE, BE 

anything real 1 ” — Answer — There is nothing in this , what 
ARE DENOTED by the term ‘ CHAIN ’ are the members of the chain, 
SPOKEN OF COLLECTIVELY BY THAT TERM FOR THE SAKE OF BREVITY ; 
JUST LIKE SUCH TERMS AS ‘ FOREST ’ AND THE LIKE — (1872-1877) 


COMMENTARY 

What is the * other world ’ which you are denying ? Is it something 
different from the Cham of causes and effects, consisting of Cognition and 
the other four Phases ’ ( Shmdhas ) ? Or is it this same Cham ? 

1“?” oalmot be n s ht > as no auch ‘ other world ’ has been ad- 
mitted In fact, there is notfamg apart from the Cham of Causes and Effects, 
m the shape of Cognition and the rest,— which could be accepted What is 

*■ ’f” W-M-. JZ ■ 

, is only by way of a certain limit,— m the form of a hundred 

T a T SSld Cha,n o£ Cognition, etc , which is without 

add>eted g f d end Tlus Is exactl >" you (Materialists), who are 

addicted to merely perceptible pleasures, apply the name ‘other world' 

the not th bS> 14 a£E ° rds another lnd >=ation of 

here, a the view tw 1 1 ! ‘no stikatS', as we find 

of VSlsySyana, who lleo^L. ^ '* ™ agreement wlth the View 

nasi, Zai al^Z 'T^, f* 7***° ™ W “ tbe words ‘ least, StmS 
* ’ in6re 18 no s °nt, there is no other vmrU ’] 



894 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER XXIX 


to some other part of this same visible world , as is declared m such asser- 
tions as ‘ The Man is only so much as is perceptible of the senses ’ , and again, 
* The other world consists in another place, or another tune or another state ' 
If, on the other hand, the ‘ other world ’ that is denied is something 
different from the said Cham of causes and effects in the shape of Cognition, 
etc , — then, as such a conclusion is already admitted (by both parties), any 
proving of it would be futile , as no such * other world ’ is postulated b\ us 
An objection is raised — “ The Chain being a non entity, am State 
that is attributed to it must also be a non-entity , under the circumstances, 
the ‘ other world ’ based up on such limitation could not be real" 

Answer — This does not affect our position What the term 1 Cham ’ 
denotes are the members of the chain, which are entities , — these being spoken 
of, for the sake of brevity, and expressed collectively and simultaneously, 
by the one name ‘ Chain ’ , just in the same way as the Dhava and other 
trees (which are real) are spoken of collectively as ‘Forest’ (though the 
Forest as such is not a real entity) — (1 872-1 S77) 

Question — “ If it is so, then how was it that the Cham was spoken of 
as a nan-entity under Text 1807, w here the Cham or Senes has been declared to 
be ‘ illusory ' (unreal) 1 ” 

Answer ■ — 


TEXTS (1878-1885) 

It is BECAUSE IT IS CONCEIVED AS ' ONE ’ (COMPOSITE), AND 19 FEATURE- 
LESS AND INCAPABLE OF BEING INDICATED EITHER AS THE same, OR 

as different (from the component members of the Chain) 
—that THE Chain has been regarded as a ‘ non-entity , 

TOST LIRE THE ' LINE OF SKY-LOTUSES ' — AS IT IS, WHY CANNOT THE 

Chain be accepted as being without beginning and wnioor 

END * — If (it HAD A BEGINNING AND] THE FIRST MEMBER OF 
• Chain ’ consisted of the first cagwtom,-*Bn oould be he 
TO BE EITHER (1) ‘ WITHOUT CAUSE ’,-OB (2) AS ****** 
ETERNAL CAUSE, -OR (3) AS ETERNAL BY ITSELF,~OR (4) AS 
TOCED FROM ANY SUBSTANCE, -OR (5) AS 

COGNITION -(U the first cognition without 

INCEPTION OF THE FCETUS, AND IT WHICH IS ONLY OCCA- 

CAU.SE , BECAUSE OTHERWISE, ITS BXIS (EVERLASTING) —(2) NOR 
SIONAL, WOULD BE QUITE THE REVERSE AS JJlND 

COULD IT BE BROUGHT ABOUT BY SHOT THAT VERY 

Time, space, god, OF THE absence 

ACCOUNT IT SHOULD BE ETERNAL ( ) ^ SKEEB AUDACITY 

— - “ 
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MANIFESTED BY, THE MATERIAL SUBSTANCES— EARTH, FlRE, WATER 
and MB. AS, IN THAT CASE, ALE COGNITIONS WOULD BE SIMUL- 
TANEOUS , AS THE OTHER PARTY REGARD THESE SUBSTANCES AS OF 
PERMANENT FORM , AND THE IDEA OP A PERMANENT THING RE- 
QUIRING THE HELP OF AUXILIARIES HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED 
—(1878-1885) 


COMMENTARY 

That ‘Cham’ winch has been postulated as one has been found to be 
incapable of being indicated as the same as, or different from, the members 
of the Cham, and on that ground, it has been regarded as a 1 non-entit> , 
just like the / Senes of sky-lotuses 1 , and we do not base our notion of the 
• other world * upon the states of any such one ‘ Cham * —If it is this Cham 
of Cognitions, etc *, called the ‘ other world % winch you are denying,— 
then, it cannot be right to deny this ‘ other world 1 on the basis of the denial 
of the very form or existence of the said 1 Cham 5 , because wlmt is actually 
perceived cannot be denied All the denial that could be made of it would be 
with regard to its qualities of begmnmglessncas and endlessness But why 
cannot these - — endlessness and begmningleasness, be accepted 9 

If beginnmglessness is denied, and the first cognition at birth is held to 
be the first cognition (the beginning), — then tins initial cognition would be 
either (1) without cause, — or (2) produced by an eternal cause, like an eternal 
Cognition or God and so forth, — or (3) it would itself be eternal, — or (4) 
it would be produced from any Substance, — -or (5) produced by a Cognition 
appearing in another 1 chain 1 — These are the five alternatives possible 

If each cognition in the chain were the effect of another previous cognition 
m the same Cham, — then alone could the Cham be beginningless, not 
otherwise That is why the Author has set forth these alternatives that are 
possible (under the idea of the Cham being not begimnngless, — and then to 
show the untenability of every one of these alternatives) 

(1) The first alternative cannot be accepted , as under that view the 
Cognition would have permanent existence Things are occasional only 
when they are dependent upon other things, and what is without cause is 
not dependent upon anything, — why then should it cease to exist 9 

(2) Nor is the second alternative tenable , as for that same reason it 
would be eternal Effects become non-existent only by reason of the absence 
of their cause ; when the cause is present in its perfect form, you ha\ e to 
explain, w hv the effect should not come about 

(3) Nor can the third alternative be accepted — “ Why 9 "—Because of 
the absence — of permanent existence — The same absence is further emphasised 
by the words — * It would be sheer audacity, etc etc — This points out the fact 
of the Opponent’s Proposition being contrary to perceived facts 

(4) The sentence * Nor could, etc etc 1 rejects the fourth alternative — 
* Ksonl ’ is Barth — This alternative is open to the same objections as the 
second one — that it proceeds from the Eternal God, etc , because the four 
Major Elemental Substances are held by the other party to he eternal — It 
will not be right to urge that — ** the production of the Cognition from an 
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Eternal Cause would be possible as it would be dependent upon auxiliary 
causes ” .—because it has been thoroughly established that an eternal cause 
cannot depend upon an auxiliary. a= it can render no help to it — (1878- 
1885) 

[The refutation of the fifth alternatives follows under Text 1853 1 


TEXT (1886) 

Ir THE OTHER PARTY ASSERT THAT "THESE ELEMENTAL SUBSTANCES 
are momentary (not eternal ) ”, — then, in that case, why 
CANNOT THEIR OWN DOCTRINE BE REGARDED AS 
REJECTED BY THIS 1 — (1886) 

COMMENTARY 

If the four Major Elemental Substances are described by the other party 
as momentary, — with a view to escape from the objections urged abov e 
then also, there are objections against hnn — This is what is meant 

[These objections — against, the view that Cognition proceeds from the 
elemental substances. Earth, etc —are now set forth m detail 1 

For instance, there is nothing to prove that between Cognition and the 
Bodv (made up of the material substances), there subsists the relation of 
Cause and Effect,— on the basis whereof the usage of the other party conld 
be justified This argument may be thus formulated —When there is no 
evidence in support of a certain thing having a particular character, no sane 
man should treat that tiling as being of that character ,-f or instance, one 
should not treat Fire as co id —there is no evidence in support of the presence 
of a causal relation between the Body and Oogmtion-hence the wider pro- 
position is not available -Nor can the Reason be held to be inadmissible 

before, is seen when the other thing ( 6een 5 e f ore ,— then it 

were not found out tf the thing is P*™ ep -' > e b there even before 

might be thought that the thing (Effect) might So that 

the Cause appeared, or it might ! ®°^ ree and suc h other things, which 
there would be nothing in e i ea being the cause of the effect 

have been existing before the cause m that the effect ,s 

concerned This possibility this condition is 

one that cnuld be perceived and “ ^ ^ ^ ^ SttCt 0 { , certain 

not fulfilled in the case of false causa y ^ tomB d through positive 

thing being the effect of a certain a certain thing being 0» 

„„m,tanee —In the ascertainment of the tact « be found 

concomitance m _„ h negative concomitance, it no 

effect of a certain cause through uegat 
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* w „ that tiling during the absence of which the effect m question 
2 b Jtt S3 Other efficient causes are there , otherwise. 

,f all that were accertamed were that it does not appear when the other is 
absent it w onld be doubtful if that particular cause is really efficient enough to 
tang Ibout that effect, as other causes efficient for that purpose are also 
absent . so that it might be conceivable that-" these latter are the leal 
“of the effect, and it is the absence of these to which the absence 
is due , and as for its absence also dnnng the absence of tins other thing 
(which is intended to be the cause),-that may be a mere accident , just asm 
the case of the absence of daie-pahn, winch grows m a place where the 
• MatnnSha ’ (') generally grows, during the absence of tins latter Hence 
the qualification, ‘ other efficient causes being present’, has to he added 
It is m this way that it is fully ascertained that the thing in question only 
can be the cause of the effect concerned ,'its absence being duly followed (by 
the absence of the effect) There is no such following of the absence of any- 
thing which renders no help m the bringing about of the effect , if it did, it 
would lead to absurdity —Thus it is only through positive and negative con- 
comitance that the relation of Cause and Effect can be ascertained, not m 
any other way 

There is no such positive or negative concomitance between the Body 
and the Cognition For instance, there can be no certainty regarding the 
positive concomitance between one’s own Body and Cognition » because m 
the Fcetus, before the appearance of the Cognition, the Body alone is not 
perceived , nor is it perceived apart from the Cognition As regards the 
Body of another person also, the Cognition is not one that could be per- 
ceptible , and hence there is no perception of any order of sequence Hence 
there can be no certain idea of positive concomitance — For can there be 
any certainty regarding negative concomitance , it is possible to know that 
uhen one’s own body is absent, his own cognition also is absent, — because 
the man himself is absent , but it can by no means be ascertained that m 
the absence of another man's bedy, his cognition also is absent Because 
that man’s cognition not being perceptible, even on the absence of his body, 
there may be doubts regarding the absence of his cognition It is for this 
reason that, even xn the case of Trees, though the Body is not there, it is 
not certain that the Cognition is not there , as in this case also there will 
be the suspicion that its presence is not amenable to perception It cannot 
he right to be certain of absence on the basis of the absence of vibration, etc., 
as it is not necessary that causes must necessarily produce their effects It 
would be always a matter of doubt whether the absence of Cognition m the 
Tree is due to the absence of the Body or to the absence of its Cause in the 
sliape of the absence of Desire which would be the cause of its having a 
particular body 

Thus the Reason adduced by us is not ‘ inadmissible \ 

Nor is it * contradictory ’ , as it is present m all cases where the Pro- 
bandrnn is known to be present 

Nor again can it be ‘ Inconclusive ’ , as that would lead to incongruities , 
and also it would mark the objector as being de\ aid of intelligence 
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Question ■ — “ What is tlioro to proi e that tho contrary of the Proposition 
1 Tho Body cannot ho tho cause of the Cognition ’ is not true 5 ” 

A newer — Tins line no force, ns tho proof is there, for instance, that 
1 the Bodv cannot bo tho causo of tho purely subjective Cognition ’ is going 
to bo proved tinder Text 1030 — 1 Mental Consciousness is independent, self- 
Miflicient, etc etc ’ , specially as it is this subjective Consciousness itself which 
series ns tho dominant cause m bringing about tho contact of other bodies , 
which shoits that it is not dependent upon the present body, and thus it is 
that the ovstonce of the ‘ other world ’ becomes established 

Then again, tho Body may bo the Oauso of the subjective Consciousness 
But « ould it bo so in tho form of the single composite whole, — or in diverse 
forms, m the form of an aggregate of atoms f— Would it be the cause along 
with tho sonso-orgnns f Or without the sense-organs * Would it be the 
material (constituent) causo ? Or the contributory cause !— These are the 


alternatives possible 

Non, the Bodj, os a single composite whole, cannot be the Cause of 
Cognition as tho very idea of the 'composite whole ’ has been already 
rejected And also because such an idea would militate against the notion 
that the causo consists of the Four Major Elemental Substances , as a single 
thing could not hate four forms , as. if it did, then there would be an end 


of all notions of ‘ plurality ’ 

Nor can tho Bodj m the form of the aggregate of atoms be accepted 
fas tho Causo of Cognition) Will the Causo consist of the Atoms severally or 
collectively » It cannot be seierally , as in that case the Cognition would 
arise from each one of the atoms, just os the sprout anses from every one of 
the seeds Nor could it bo c olleclitely , as in that ease, the defect in any- 
one of the limbs — like the Nose for instance,— w ould lead to the contingency 
of no Cognition being produced at all , just as the defect m even on°of tte 

two causes uould be diflere ^ t ^ ea a cause that has been perfect in all 
bo pointless As a watto rf ^ b6 de{eotiVe m certain parts, there is not 
its parts happens subsequent j d ^ ^ all , and this is due to 

found any difference in the 6ub l ec , and other cognitions con- 

tho fact that the impressions P b kethe Elephant for instance, 

Unuo mtact -It "* «* ^ -* f 
that there are changes m t J A of tlle body are doll, while 

Human beings , the — ^ , the unprovement and 

those that have acquired a lolmd to bring about unprove- 

s. — — - — 
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the changes in one do not lead to changes m the other, one cannot be the 
Effect of the other ; otherwise there would be absurdity , and the changes in 
the Effect would be without cause 


Nor can the other alternative new be accepted, that the Body along with 
the Sense-organs is the cause of subjective Consciousness — For, here also, would 
the subjective Consciousness proceed from each of the sense-organs severally ? 
or from, all of them collectively t — It could not proceed from each severally , 
because it is found that even after the disappearance of the Sense-organs one 
by one, the subjective Consciousness comes m all right For instance, oven 
when the motor-organs have become disabled by Paralysis and other diseases, 
the subjective Consciousness remains intact and enjoys ft perfect state of 
existence And when between two things, the changes m one do not bring 
about changes m the other, one cannot be the Effect of the other ; otherwise 
there would be incongruities Further, under the new under consideration, 
subjective Consciousness would have to be regarded as (a) apprehending 
only particular things, (6) as being free from conceptual content (indeter- 
minate), (c) as being dependent upon, the presence of the object, — just like 
the Visual and other sense-cognitions , because it would have the same cause 
as these latter , and also because there would be the possibility of several 
conceptions appearing at the same time 

Nor can the other alternative view be accepted, — that “ Subjective 
Consciousness proceeds from all the sense-organs collectively ” ; as in that case, 
there could be no Subjective Consciousness, even when one of the Sense- 
organs would be absent (disabled) , just like the absence of the Sprout on the 
absence of even one of its contributory causes 

Nor can the other alternative view be accepted— that “Subjective 
Consciousness proceeds from the Body without the Sense-organs” As 
under that view, it would be possible for the said Consciousness to proceed 
am the Hand and such other parts of the body even when severed from the 
J If it were held that a qualified Body is the cause, — then it would 
come to this that the cause consists of the Body as along with- the Sense- 
organs, as no qualified Body can be shown other than the Body with the 
oerwe-orpans 


Nor again can the view be accepted— that “ the Body is the material (con- 
's ituent) cause of Subjective Consciousness ” —Because that particular cause 
is accepted as the 'Material Cause’ of a certain Effect which is found to 
Mfil the two conditions viz (1) that it helps, by its presence, the entire 
Oture of the Effect embracing all its peculiar features, and (2) that the 
Effect undergoes no change except upon changes m the said Cause, as is 
found in the case where the Clay is held to be the • material cause ’ of the 
Jar as it passes successively through all the modifications proceeding from the 
olod of clay to the finished product called ‘Jar’ It is for this reason that 
n one desires to modify a certain thing he modifies it by modifying its 

is Hi 6 ”* 1 c “' lse '~ I10t m an >' other way When an antecedent Material Cause 
ere in iou having its potency impeded in any way, — no one can impede 
th ® ^sequent Effect going to be produced. For instance, 
° 9 ar ’ no modification can be made m the ©Sect to be 
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do not always follow from the strength and vigour of the Body ; as it is not 
found to follow m the case of the vigorous man who has att0,ncd ™^™ 
Conversely, even a man or an animal with ft weak body and poor develop® , 
who happens to have no opportunities for sexual and other indulgences ha 
Is beset with much Love and Hate, etc. And when one thing comes 
about m the absence of another thing, one cannot be rightly regarded as the 
Cause of the other If it were so regarded, thoro would be incongrui le . 
Love and Hate, etc do not proceed directly from the Body tho ftbsenco of 
oooortuiuties for sexual and other indulgences being the necessary interven- 
ing conditions For instance, when the Body is quite vigorous, there is a 
pleasure felt in the contemplation of pleasurable sensations; in such cases, 
the man, who has a body and a soul and lias his mind besot with tho notion 
of impermanenc e attaching to Pleasures and their Means,— sometimes feels 
that what obstructs his pleasure does him good as well as harm , and 
thence follows the idea of the two alternatives of loving (the benefactor) 
and hating (the obstructor) ; thence follow (respectively) good-will and 
ill-will , from all this proceed the notions of Pleasure and other tilings. 

All this is well-known through positive and negative concomitance In fact, 
it is only when the Mmd is happy and at peace that Love is found to appear ; 
and it is often found not to appear when the Body is vigorous. From all 
this it follows that vigorousness, etc. of the Body cannot be the cause of 
Subjective Consciousness. 

From all this it also follows that, on account of its affording no 
direct help, the Body cannot be the Contributory Cause of Subjective 
Consciousness ; because in the ease of the Sprout, it has been found that 
the Contributory causes are onlv those that have a direct bearing upon it, — 
e g. the Soil, Moisture, etc If it were not so, there would be incongruities 
Love and other feelings therefore must be regarded as proceeding from the 
awakening of an antecedent homogeneous seed. As for vigorousness of the 
Body, youth and so forth, these are found to give nse to Love, etc by 
enlivening the impressions of the past, in men who have had no practice at 
meditation and are hence without the requisite wisdom. 

Even granting that sometimes the Body has a direct bearing upon 
Subjective Consciousness, when this latter proceeds from its own material 
cause , — Bven so, it does not follow that it ceases upon the cessation of the 
Body For instance, even on the cessation of Fire, the Jar does not cease 
to exist, because it has proceeded from its own material causes ; so this does 
not affect our view adversely. — Nor is the Beeson * Inconclusive ’ ; for, if 
it were, then there would be incongruities. — Nor again is the Reason ‘ Con- 
tradictory ’, as it is present in all oases where the Probandum is known to 
be present 

Thus it is proved that the Body cannot be the Material Cause of Subjective 
Consciousness , — nor can it be the Contributory Cause , — from all which it ' 
follows that Subjective Consciousness proceeds from preceding cognitions 
one after the other occurring in the same * Chain *. 

The following argument might be urged : — “ When any two things are 
found to be invariably concomitant with one another (always found to exist 
11 
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alone ” — There can be no force in tins, as it does so proceed , as m the 
case where the Mind-element is without material embodiment ; when a 
Cognition wants another Cognition, it is dependent upon that ; tins is only 
natural and should not be objected to — If it is held that “ at the later stages 
also the Body does help the mental Cognition”, — then there would be the 
incongruity of several chains of Cognition proceeding at once , as the Body 
which is the Material Cause of the other Cognition would be present there in 
its efficient form and would be productive of the same Because whichever 
Cognition is produced from the Body sets going its own * chain of cognitions ’ 
which is different from the other Chains , m tins way therefore for a smgle 
person there would be issuing forth, at every moment, innumerable ‘ Chains 
of Cognition But such is nevei found to be the case. 


It might be argued that — “ when the Body helps the Cognition at the 
later stages, it does not help as its Material Cause , it is only as a Contri- 
butory Cause that it helps the Mental Cognition that has been produced out 
of itself as the Material Cause, in bringing about each of its succeeding effects , 
so that the Body helps as a contributory cause, and the Cognition does not 
function entirely independently of the Body at any stage " 


Tins also cannot be true. -When one thing is known to be productive 
of another thing in a certain way, it cannot produce it m any other way • 
as there is no difference m the conditions For instance, the Light having 
served as productive of visual Cognition as ,ts basis, does not produce it m 
another way ; as has been thus declared-' Apart from apprehensibility, 
there is no other characteristic of the apprehensible thing ; Colour and other 
things cannot otherwise be helpful to the Cognition > -If it were not so 

t IZZ L 2 C “ y T rd “ g thB d ’ ffer0nCB snd non-difference of 
* he chaTacter fcoogto stout by its Cause ; as it would not 

r See“: h ;n: £ 0 r elp ren<w by *■ - - — 


the Material Cause WhJ f 

bemg a directly contributory cause. And as this 1 * ™ f” lta 

sr o^atrL'Lr 018 

Body it^ffXb, B aWg^hTe e pmc^n 1 ^ **" 8tagM ^ li 16 

Cause of each succeed^ WMW ^ the M “ 

ouch a Material Cause his bem ahead ^ P ° SSlblllty o£ lts being 

« ‘tat case, the first “ ' T“ “ deM - «* also because 

preceded and produced by anoth^JuSm ^ *° b9 regarded 88 

are impermanent! ^ ^ materiaI ^stances 

applicable — ‘ If t > re CoZTlL^ ^ by Teacher ’ -mams 
tooted to its own fond, through somettJT 3 1 ^ ^ B ° dy ' beeomes «• 
cessation of the Efficient Body 5 ? > ^ hen why sh <>uld there be 
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Objection • — “ According to the view that Cognition has forms, the Bine 
and other things are of the very essence of the Cognition, and it is these that 
appear as external what then is it that is meant by the assertion that 
* because they appear in the external form they cannot be properties of the 
Cognition’ 

True , hut the very fact of Cognition appearing m a form tainted by the 
external object leads us to conclude that it forms the essence, — not of the 
Cognition, — hut of the external object , as therein lies its own. essence In 
the Cognition it appears only on account of certain circumstances and is 
purely adventitious. 

From all this it follows that the Word in the form of ‘ Specific Individual* 
lty ’ cannot be expressive , nor can it be the property of the Cognition itself 

As regards Word m the form of the * Universal — though that is expres- 
sive, yet it cannot be a property of the Cognition itself , because it is tacked 
on, not to the Cognition itself but, to that winch is comprehended on the 
hearing of the Specific Individuality of the Word appertaining to the external 
tiling The ‘ Universal ’ of one thing cannot be tacked on to another thing , 
if it were, then there would be incongruities m the Cognition , as m that case 
the Universal ‘ Cow ’ could be taoked on to the Horse And until the thing, 
m the shape of the Specific Individuality has been apprehended, it is not 
possible to tack on to it that property which is expressive , for the simple 
reason that Propeities are always dependent upon the Objects to which they 
belong, and as such cannot be apprehended by themselves And the thing 
in the form of ' Specific Individuality ’ cannot he apprehended by conceptual 
thought , as this latter always envisages the ‘ Universal ’ Hence it becomes 
established that all Conceptual Thoughts have their source m the awakemng 

Iniwduahtes’ 108 Created ^ tlW b0gUlmn S Iess apprehension of ‘Specifio 


. (C ’f r ' iasHy ’ oould the °f the conceptual thought having the 

bTTh ^ be dU ° t0 the oom P re hension of what ,s expressed 
bytheWord Because words dp not suhs.st in the object , nor areThey of 

Sirr ? ° bj °f ' fOT lf were so, they could be understood by the 
un earned also , and it would, m that case, be impossible to apply words to 
things according to one’s own choice P 

yet ^mwptua^Ttoueht 0 ^ 60 ^^ 16 “ S ° f “ “ they •» impermanent, 
L M 6t 0116 and th6 time , 

objects with special forms ^ ^ ^ m respe °t of certain well-defined 

oLe b ° m ° ther fon - Hence the 

appertains to a' single form Such 1 & ° aa0eptual thought that 

other except Eepeated Freer S ° aUSe Catm0t be mdlcat ed to be any 
Thoughts applCmS to dld'w’ 5 *T* “ ** 0386 ° f the Conceptual 
Thought proceeds fclirough nrevi ° ** ThuS theri as tlie Conceptual 

that the Conceptual Oogmtionisr^XZmr^ 100 ’ “ h*” 

of the ongmal^ tha "‘^the (set forth on p 63, lme 7 

) the first Mental Cogmt.cn (or Subjective Consciousness) 
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TEXTS (1887-1888) 

[The Materialist might say] — “ Let the doctrine be upset ; aye 

ACCEPT THE VIEW THAT AUG THINGS ABE DECIDEDLY MOMENTARY, 
BECAUSE IT IS A REASONABLE VIEW SUPPORTED BY ALL 
KINDS OP REASON ” — If YOUR LOVE FOR REASON IS 
SO GREAT THAT YOU HAVE NO REGARD FOR YOUR 
OWN DOCTRINE, — THEN YOU SHOULD AOOEPT 
ALSO THE MORE REASONABLE VIEW 

that ‘ Primary Elemental Sub- 
stances DO NOT EXIST AT 
ALL ’ —(1887-1888) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you accept the momentary character of things, because it is in accord- 
ance with Reason, tlien you should accept the doctrine that ‘ Ideas alone 
exist which is stdl more reasonable ; because reasonableness, which is your 
criterion for acceptance, is present in this case also. — (1887-1888) 


Question — " How so f ” 
Answer — 


TEXT (1889). 

The Primary Elemental Substances cannot exist in the form of 
composite wholes, nor in the form of Atoms , because there 

CAN BE NO CONJUNCTION OF ATOMS,— AS IS GOING 
TO BE EXPLAINED — (1889) 


COMMENTARY. 


' Tefam ’—Of the Primary Elemental Substances 
of the ‘External 6 World' ^ ° U ^ Examinatlon 


Question -—“If the said 
figure m Cognitions v ” 
Answer — 


elements do 


not exist, then 


how is it 


that they 



90S 


tattvas an graha : chapter sxn 




N "r'™=rj-~;rr s 

. DHBAMS , THEY BO HOT APPEAR ANY- 

where else —( 1890) 


commentary 

‘ Anytvhete else i e apart from Cognition —(1890) 


Question “ How then is it that people and the 
-frarth and other Elemental Substances ’ " 

Answer — 


scnpfcures speak 


of the 


TEXT (1801) 

All these four, Primary Elemental Substances abe assumed on 

THE BASIS op WHAT APPEARS IN COGNITION, — JUST LIKE 

Dreams and Illusions And they have no 
REAL EXISTENCE —(1891) 

COMMENTARY 

Question — “If the elemental substance? do not exist, then ulmt is 
the basis of the Cognition (of these) * ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (1892). 

It IS NOT POSSIBLE THAT WHAT IS SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE 

Cognition should figure in it , it is only a previous cogni- 
tion ENVISAGING THE SUBSTANCES THAT COULD 
PRODUCE ANOTHER SUCH COGNITION — (1892) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tadanyasya ’ — something different from the Cognition, in the Bhnpo of 
the four elemental substances — (1892) 


It has thus been proved that the first Cognition after birth cannot 
proceed from any material substance The author now proceeds to demolish 
the view that it ib produced only by another Cognition (occurring in a different 
Cham the fifth alternative put forward under Text 1880) — 
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TEXTS (1893-1896). 


Ir the Cognition is some other 1 Chain ’ be held to be the Caiisi; 
(of the First Cognition),— then (the question is)— is that 
the ‘ Material Cause ’ of it, or the ‘ Contributory Cause ’ > — Ir 
IT IS MEANT TO BE THE MATERIAL CAUSE, THEN TnE LEARNING 
AND CULTURE OF THE PARENTS SHOULD CONTINUE IN THE CHILD «i 

Chain of Cognitions ' , — that such is the nature of the 
Material Cause and its effect has been ascertained, through 
positive and negative concomitance in connection with one’s 
own ' Chain ’ —If, on the other hand, the Cognition ot the 
other ‘ Chain ' be assumed to be the ‘ Contributory Cause ’ 
of the. First Cognition, on the basis of its own Material 


Cause, — then there 
1896) 


would be xothing wrong in it.— (1893- 


COMMENTARY 

Would this ' Cognition ’ occurring in ‘ another Oham i e tho 1 Chain 
ot Cognitions ’ of the Parents,— he the Material Cause or the Contributory 
Cause (of the First Oogmtionunder consideration) ’—It cannot be the Material 
, B : 111 that case > 14 would be possible for the peculiar learning and 

, rC ai the Parerits t0 “outmue m the Son ; just as the Parents' Cognition 
SubsegUBnt ignitions It lias been found ,n the 
thfl n a M * torla! CauSBS Bnd their Products that the embellishments of 
bVen?n,^l m ° mmt ' °° ntmue “ t1le SUBBBBd “S • Moments ’ ; this having 
7 !ME ™ “ d “Stance, to be the ease » one's 

lighted ° P ‘ m0n au 8B es4c d— “ When one lamp is 

with the Size and oth, P ^f ? e ° 0nd iamp 13 not P rod uced as equipped 
merely as aTamoJ^. * *• ** one,-,t ,s proceed 

meats fram othw U Bny BmbBffis bments ; it acquires its own embelhsh- 

That „„ ! T & the in question also 

'Cham' m ‘ ZinZ^rV h ° Lamp sets up a 

the reason why on a ““ * S ° ’ be0aUBB ^ 1B itsBK 6v “maeent ; that is 
wiok). the Umplt: CZlVI ^ T ’ <“ BbapB <* «* * «* 

howover IS not evanescent as if 8 'embellishment of Learning and Culture 
posable for mem Oogmtion w,ft f “T ” * 1<mg tu " B Hence >* Js not 
manner of the Lamp th ° Ut BmbelUa bments to be produced m the 

°' peculiarities is determined a ° d otbBr *bings, the presence or absence 
and less number of atoms oUh^n^T* tht ” bemg aggtegatea ° { !••*<* 
be either preseaoe or absence , g ,e Ub, <& » mere entity, there cannot 

the single entity, the Coemtion^ti, antl0S In thB 6886 m question however, 

*• eultural and other “w “t'’ T** W tbB Unties of 

would be without these peLSeT Jh appeanng * the Boa > 

1 t es . who can impart such a teaching ’ 
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or property that is purely accidental cannot serve as a determinant, and 
hence there could be no determination on the basis of that 

Thus the causelessness of Cognition -would be open to rejection by the 
incongruity of there bemg no possibility of the appearance of such distinguish- 
ing characters as that of Being Cognition and the like and there would 
be the further objection that if it were causeless, it would not be possible 
for the Cognition to appear only occasionally —(18981 


Having thus established the fact of there being a ‘ previous ’ birth, the 
author proceeds to establish the 1 future ’ birth also 

TEXT (1899) 

The Cognition at the moment of death is capable of bringing 

ABOUT ITS PRODUCT, — BECAUSE IT IS BESET WITH AFFECTIONS, 

NOT HAVING SHAKEN OFF ALL ATTACHMENT, — LIKE THE 
PREVIOUS COGNITION — (1899) 

COMMENTARY 

The Cognition or Consciousness that is beset with afiections is capable 
of producing its effect m tbe shape of another Cognition, — because it is beset 
with affections, — like the Consciousness during the previous Btate , — and 
the Consciousness at the moment of death is beset with afflictions ; hence 
this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

This Reason cannot be said to be ‘ inadmissible ’ ; because as a matter 
of fact, the Consciousness that is dissociated from the idea of ' Void which 
is opposed to all experience, is always beset with afiections ; because it is 
dissociated from its opposite, — just like the Consciousness during intercourse. 

Nor is the Reason e Inconclusive ' (Doubtful) ; because the appearance 
of another Cognition is always due to this much only. Hence the reason 
against the contrary of the conclusion would consist in the impossibility of 
there bemg a fully efficient cause — (1899) 

The same point is further elucidated — 

TEXT (1900) 

In the form in which the Cognition produced a definite Cognition 

IN THE PAST, — WHY CANNOT IT, IN THE SAME UNALLOYED 
FORM, BE PRODUCTIVE OF IT IN FUTURE ALSO ? (1900) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the same form ’ — i e bearing the same form or character — (1900) 

In the following Text, the Opponent urges the objection against both 
the above arguments.-that "the Corroborative Instances cited are devoid 
oi the Probandum ” — 
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TEXT (1901) 

' According to the other view, the idea is that Consciousness 

PROCEEDS FROM THE BODY ITSELF , HOW THEN CAN THE TWO 

Corroborative Instances be admitted to be 
EQUIPPED WITH THE PrOBANDUM ! ”—(1901) 

COMMENTARY 

“ The Probandum, that is desired to be proved, is that the Cognition 
proceeds from its own Material Cause and produces its oion product , according 
to the other Party, however, Cognition is always produced from the Body 
itself , so that for him there can be no Instance which fulfils the conditions 
of the Probandum , why then has the Buddhist put forward the two instances 
of ' the present Cognition ’ and ‘ the previous Cognition ‘ ) ” 

[The answer to this is as follows] — 


TEXTS (1902-1905) 

The idea op the Body being the Cause (of Cognition) ius been 

ALREADY DISCARDED, ON THE GROUND OF ITS INVOLVING THE POS- 
SIBILITY of all Cognitions appearing simultaneously, on 
ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NO OTHER (CONTRIBUTOR!) CAUSES — 
AS A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS FOUND THAT COGNITION IN THE FORM 

of Remembrance, Affection and so forth (which are Cognitions ) 

ACTUALLY PROCEEDS FROM PLEASURABLE EXPERIENCES AND PLEASANT 
REMINISCENCES OF THE SAME [WHICH ALSO ARE CognttlOHs] , 
AND THIS CANNOT BE DENIED —THEN AGAIN, IT IS ALSO SEEN 
THAT deterioration and improvement in one’s later 

COGNITIONS ARE BROUGHT ABOUT BY DETERIORATION AND IMPROVE- 
MENT IN THE PRACTICE OF THE LEARNING AND ARTS —I T IS ALSO 
SEEN THAT WHEN THE FUNCTIONING OF THE MIND IS DEFECTIVE, 
THERE IS NO APPREHENSION OF OTHER THINGS — ON ACCOUNT OF 
ALL THESE FACTS, THE IDEA OF COGNITION PROCEEDING PROM 

Cognition cannot be objected to —(1002-1905) 
commentary 

There ib no force m the above objection Xt has been already she wntfrit 
the Body cannot he the cause of *® 0 f,° no ther contnbutory 

involve the simultaneity of Cogni 10 , ^ eternal, it cannot require 

cause which would be needed , and 1 J ^ lho previous and 

ss— . - 0,0 
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, ,, n . ataT i -Bus .swtot to, Dcon described mllK>wo«lH‘ 

W y;"° 0Xl)0 ncncc, when Uw» j- 

Cogmtjon, afeehugoflOTewi , ftnd B0 forth ; when one goes 

ful and staged, wtb a Wta«» mnd o{ tll0 man melmcd to 
on contemplating upon it t ®*® PP h 0 ono cawes one 

ssKsirS^ 

takes his stand upon Sense-perception (ns the only g 

^ImdJly, when there is detenorntvon and improvement m the previous 
practice of Learning and Arte, it is found that there are corresponding deteri- 
oration and improvement m the subsequent Cognitions And it is found 
that, when the Mind is attracted elsewhere and the functioning of tho Alim 
is defective, there is no perception of other things. 

l' rom ah this it is dear that the idea that Cognition is the Oauso of 
Cognition, is m accordance with reason and shoulA not be objected to ; also 
because it has been actually proved that Cognition is the Cause of Cogni- 
tions { 1902-190 5) 


TEXT (1906) 

The Season — 1 because they subsist in different bodies 1 — cannot 

BE ADMISSIBLE. BECAUSE HOW OAN THERE BE ANY SUbsiBimCO OF 

the Cognition, which is incorporeal and henoe not 
LIABLE TO FALL DOWN, IN THE BODIES ^ — (1906) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 1861, it has been argued (by the Materialist) that — “ there 
cannot be any relation of Cause and Effect between the two Cognitions under 
dispute, because they subsist tn different bodies " ; — this Reason there put 
forward is not admissible. Because, if the * subsistence f meant is that of 
the nature of * container and contained \ then such subsistence m the Bodies 
is entirely impossible for Cognition, which is not liable to fall , because even 
though the causal relation may be there, the Cognition, which is incorporeal, 
could never be liable to fall , and for what is not liable to fall* no container 
is needed, as it could serve no useful purpose.— (1906) 

Question :• — •“ What then would the Container (or Receptacle) do m the 
case of Water and such things 1 ” , 

Answer — 
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TEXT (1907) 

In the case or water and other things, the Receptacle (Container) 

WOULD BE THERE AS SERVING TO PREVENT THEIR PALLING DOWN 

In the case op Cognitions however, which are devoid 

OP MOVEMENT (AND HENCE OP PALLING), WHAT 
WOULD BE THE USE OP RECEPTACLES (OB 

Containers) i — ( 1907 ) 

COMMENTARY. 


In the case of Earth, etc which are corporeal, tilings are produced on 
the spot where the material cause exists, and never m a place where that 
cause does not exist , hence that which serves as preventive of their moving 
away from that place is regarded as the Receptacle (Substratum, Container) 
No suoli tiling is possible in the case of uhat is incorporeal —(1907) 


TEXT (1908). 

Ip then, the ' Subsistence ’ (of the Cognitions in the Bodies) be 
assumed to be of the nature op 'identification ’ (sameness), 
—THAT ALSO CANNOT BE RIGHT BECAUSE FOR YOU, 

Cognition cannot be of the nature 
op the Body — (1908) 


COMMENTARY. 


U what 18 Things 

ASS2V--*-- 

Cognitions) — (1908) 


nature of the Body) t ’ 
Answer — 
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TEXTS (1909-1910) 

If the Cognition is or the same nature as the Body, — then ivhy is 
not the Consciousness (Cognition) of Love, Hatred, etc 

NOT PERCEIVED BY OTHERS AS CLEARLY AS THE BODY IS ? — 

In fact, Cognition is cognised by the cogniser 

HIMSELF ALONE, WHILE THE BODY IS COGNISED BY 
HIMSELF AS WELL AS BY OTHERS THINGS 
THAT ARE SO COGNISED ARE ALWAYS 

distinct, e g Colic Pain and the 
Dramatic Actor — (1909-1910) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Body of a man is perceived by another man, it should be 
possible for the latter to perceive the Love, Hatred, etc also of the former , as 
the two are not different — Not can the premiss be falsified on the basis of 
occult powers (whereby the feelings of others are perceived) , because at the 
time concerned no such powers are noticeable — Nor can Consciousness be 
regarded as incogmsablc , as m that ease, it could not be cognised by the 
Cogniser himself 

Eurther, whenever between two things, one is cognised by one while 
the other is cognised by both,— they am different from one another , for 
instance, Oohc Pam and the Dramatic Actor ,— of the two Cognitions m the 
two bodies m question, while one is cognised by one, the other is cognised by 
both ; hence this is a Season based upon the nature of things — ‘ Sienaiva 
By the Cogniser himself — (1909-1910) 


Say ® th ® 0 PP 0, iont—“ If tins is so, then nothing can prevent the doctrine 
of Pure Ideatem— (that there is Cognition or Consciousness alone)— also being 
rejected on these same grounds ” 6 

The Answer to that is as follows 


XJSA-A'S (1911-1912) 

This Reason is not admissible against the doctrine that « Cognition 
(Consciousness) alone exists ’ , as (under that view) what 
“ GNISBD (BY THE Cognition) is the appearance of 
itself , as in the case of the man with defective 
vision.— Further, Cognition is always found to 

be DESTROYED IMMEDIATELY AFTER APPEARANCE , 

IF THEN, THE BODY WITH THE COGNITION IS 
OF THE SAME NATURE AS THE COGNITION, 

WHY IS IT NOT REGARDED AS 

momentary *—(1911-1912) 

COMMENTARY. 

subject to the objection of ^ EBason ’ li 60 a PP lled > becomes 

objection of being inadmissible •. For instance, the fact 
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of * being cognised by both ’ cannot be admitted by the Idealist , as for 
him what is cognised by the Oogmtion is always its own appearance , as m 
the case of the man of defective vision seemg two moons 

Then again, when a particular object is cognised, the Cognition is clearly 
found to disappear immediately after its appearance , hence, if the Body 
were held to be of the same nature as the Cognition, it should have to be 
regarded as momentary (like the Cognition) — (1911-1912) 

Thus then it has been proved that the 1 Subsistence ’ of Cognitions in 
the Body cannot be admitted to be of the nature of ‘ identity ’ (or ‘ Same- 
ness ’) If ‘ the subsistence ’ of the Cognition m the Body be held to consist 
in its being produced from it, — then the question is — is it 'produced from 
it ’ m the sense that the Mental Oogmtion has the Body for its Receptacle 
(or Substratum),— w the way that Visual Perception is produced by the Eye 
which serves as its receptacle f — or, is it ' produced from it ’ in the sense that 
it is inseparable from it , — as the Smoke is inseparable from Fire ? — Both 
these forms of ‘ Subsistence ’ are inadmissible Because Mental Oogmtion 
does not rest in the Body, like Sense-Oogmtion ; as it does not always follow 
the changes in the Body. Nor is it invariably concomitant with— inseparable 
from— it , because in the case of ‘ formless negations it is held that there 
ore cognitions without the Body. 

Though the faots are so, yet, for the sake of argument, the Author 
admits that the Reason is ‘ admissible but proceeds to show that even so, 
it is ‘ Inconclusive ’ (Doubtful) — 


TEXTS (1913-1915). 

If the said * subsistence ’ be held to be due either to the Cogni- 
tion BEING PRODUCED IN THE BODY AS ITS SUBSTRATUM, -OB TO 
ITS INSEPARABILITY FROM THE BODY,— THE REASON PUT FORWARD 
IS WRONG (INCONCLUSIVE, DOUBTFUL) THE BODY UNDERGOING 

destruction every moment, the previous Consciousness brings 
about an unbroken continuity OF Consciousness in s 
succeeding bodies If, by reason of ™ ““imx 

os »»»» •»>»*» " o'*”*™* » «■» 
Chain — (1913-1916) 

COMMENTARY. 

, t there is no incompatibility between the contiguity 
As a matter of fact, * Consciousness in the Body t 

of other Consciousnesses and preceding death bnngs about 

for instance, the Consciousness at the m coming into existence 

contiguity with the Consciousness m the living uouy 
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at Uib next momont,— oven though tins lattor Consciousness appears in a 
body other than that of tho former , bocauso the Body has only a momontnry 
existence , bonce tho Season put forward by tho other party is ‘ Inconclusive 

If, on the ground of their occurring in tho same Ohain, tho two 
Bodies be regarded as one and the some, and on tliat ground tho fact of tho 
Consciousness appearing in the 1 same ’ body bo assumod, — thon, tho same 
might be said in the other case also — of the Bodies appearing during tho stogo 
intervening between the two physical bodies Because tho Body appearing 
in the other regions (at winch the intervening bodios appear) is only ono 
other state of the Chain of the same Body consisting of tho/ivc * Receptacles ’ 
(Ayatanas ), — just hire the states of Childhood and old ago. 

In tho second argument (of tho Opponont) also, tho Probans or Roason 
adduced is because it is Cognition (or Consciousness) ' j and no ovidonco 
has been adduced to prove that the said Reason is not present whero tho 
contrary of the Probandum is known to be present , so that tho Reason is 
clearly 'Inconclusive', Doubtful. Tins fact was quito clear, hence 
the Author did not mention it — (1913-1915) 


The third argument adduced by the other party ,s that-" the dying 
Consciousness of the man beset with affections can bring about another 
Consciousness, -because it is Dying Consciousness, -like the Consciousness 
of the mm free from aSections ” —This is now taken up .— 


XiSAT (1916). 

Why has it been hem that the Consciousness op the Person ihee 
PBOH THE iMPDflirreS op THE AFFECTIONS IS NON-OONTIGUOUS I 
THIS VIEW IS HELD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DOCTRINE OF 
OTHERS,— THAT CANNOT BE RIGHT, BECAUSE THE AUTHO- 
RITY (AND VALIDITY) OF THESE DOCTRINES IS NOT 
ACCEPTED (BY THE MATERIALIST) ( 1916 ) 

COMMENTARY 

Consciousness 15 “ ' 1 6 tbat wiucjh has no contiguity with another 

«ted IS ‘not a<tatt^^by h eXer b on^ e ’th^lf 19 ° 0noboratlve Instance 
™ For instance, how M 7 "f* ° f the P*t« con- 

^tos.thedymgCensciousntTd^ “tbZ "V “ the case of tlle 

Consoionsness ? bnn 6 abcm t the contiguity of another 

^ duty, I W of no mcr^biS ° f I We done 

of the Buddhist that the Mater, i 'Tv”* ^ “ ln acwrdanra with this faith 

1a 
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Tiiis how over cannot be right As a matter of fact, the .Materialist does 
not admit the authority or validity of the doctrines of other people , how 
then could he come to have a conviction on the basis of what he doos not 
accept as valid * Specially, m tins same way he may come to the decision 
that the ‘ other world ’ exists 

If it is from any other valid source of knowledge that the Materialist 
derives the said conviction, — then, why lias not that same source been cited 
as, the proof ? Where was the use of putting up a Reason which does not 
lead to the desired conclusion and winch onh indicates sheer stupidity } Cer- 
tainly that other proof could not bo unfit for proving the other conclusion 
(of the Materialist) — for winch reason it has not been adduced — (1910) 

Even though the statement may bo made on the basis of tho Buddhist 
doctrine, yet there are some Buddhists who cannot admit tho Corroborative 
Instance (of the Arhats) to be endowed with the Probandutn (no! bringing 
about further consciousness) — This is what is bhoun in tho following 


TEXTS (1917-1918) 

AS REGARDS THIS MATTER, THERE ARE SOME WISE PERSONS W 110 DESCRIBE 

the Jinas (Buddhas) as ‘ Beings * whose ‘NirvAna ’ is not • abso- 
lute AND FINAL ’, — AND THE TWO PATHS AS AIMING AT THAT 

same Path — For these people the Instance cited 

CANNOT BE ADMITTED TO BE ENDOWED WITH THE 

Proeandum ,— even though it has been cited 
(by the Materialist) on the basis 01 the 

DOCTRINE OF THE OTHER DISPUTANT — 

(1917-1018) 


COMMENTARY 

* 27ns matter’, —the doctime of the Buddhists. 

‘ Nome wise versons ’.—the MahaySnul-MSdhyumihm. 

v* ■». a.*- a.. ,i» ■ • 

m the absence of absolute rtc n ^°™r final nor absolute for them 

|§l«SSS,r“ 

jscrssstrr srrsrrs 

‘Inconclusive’ — 
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TEXT (1919). 

Inasmuch: as no argument has been adduced as negativing the 

CONTRARY, — THERE IS AN UNCERTAINTY REGARDING THE 
NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE (OF THE PROBANS WITH THE 
PrOBANDUM) , SO THAT, THERE BEING A SUSPICION 
REGARDING THE PRESENCE (OF THE PROBANS) IN 

the contrary of the Pobandum, — the Probans 
remains ‘ Inconclusive ’ — (1919) 

COMMENT ARY 

‘ Inasmuch as, etc etc ' , — this is the reason for the uncertainty regarding 
the Negative Concomitance [le there is no certainty as to the Probans 
being absent whenever the Probandum is absent] 

' There being a suspicion, etc etc — Tins is the reason for ‘ Inconclusive ’ 

ness 

‘ Vig&tiyasadbhava ’ — is presence m the contrary — “ Whose presence ? ” 
— of the Probans 

The compound * Shankyamdna, etc etc * is to be expounded as ‘ whoso 
presence in the contrary is suspected ’ 

Nor could the contingency of the idea (of Death-Cogmtion producing 
another Cognition) being taken to imply the absence of death be taken as 
serving the purpose of the argument negativing the contrary Because m 
leality there is no 1 death ’ of anything m the shape of the ‘ Soul ’ and other 
things , what really happens is that a dissnmlar Cham becomes sot up, which 
brings, about the cessation of the condition winch gave the name to the 
particular body, aud it is tins that is spoken of as ‘Death’ in common 
parlance and also m scientific treatises — (1919) 

It lias been argued above (under Text 1805) that—" it is sheer audacity 
to asscit that there is Consciousness m the Pectus, ole. etc ” 

TUo answer to tins is as follows — 


TEXTS (1920-1922). 

There is no audacity in asserting that ‘there is Consciousness 

IN THE 1-tBTUS , EVEN THOUGH THE SENSE-ORGANS HAVE NOT 
APPEARED IN IT, WHY CANNOT COGNITION BE THEBE ?— In FACT 
THE ASSERTION THAT DOES INVOLVE AUDACITY IS THAT ‘ ALL COGNI- 

AND 0BJECTS ’ > because THE 
CONTRARY IS FOUND TO BE THE CASE DURING DREAMS —In REALITY 
COGNITION IS APPREHENDED ALSO IN A FORM WHICH IS 2 

Z™ ° F *" ° BJECT ’ “ IS ForaD » -he case ~ 

““ C “ SNESS can » - -E 

COMMENTARY 
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ot fad, however, m Dreams and other states thoro appears Subjective Con- 
sciousness envisaging the Bine and other objects, which Subjective Con- 
sciousness is apprehended even when there is no Senso-organ nor any Object 
in the shape of Colour, eto — Nor can it bo said that at that time the sub- 
stratum of the Consciousness consists of the Sense-organ m the body , because 
what figures m the Consciousness is the Blue Object (winch is not present m 
the body) s and every bodily Cognition apprehends only tangible objects 
Hence it is not nght to say that * all Cognition is in the form of the appre- 
hension of things It is thus that there is nothing incongruous in asserting 
the presence of Cognition in the state of swoon and similar conditions. — 
(1920-1922) 

The following might be urged — “ There is nothing incongruous m tho 
idea of Consciousness existing there in the form of a latent potency, but 
the idea that it is actually there in its potent form is certainly incongruous ” 

The answer to this is as follows : — 


TEXTS (1923-1927). 

Consciousness is not present in the Fcetus merely in the form 

OF A POTENCY , THE VIEW HELD IS THAT CONSCIOUSNESSES ARE 
PRESENT THERE IN THEIR ACTUAL FORM — WHENCE DO YOU DERIVE 
THE IDEA THAT THERE IS NO CONSCIOUSNESS DURING SLEEP AND 
SWOON AND SUCH OTHER CONDITIONS *— If IT BE ARGUED THAT 
■< the idea IS OBTAINED FROM THE ABSENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS , 
THEN, THE QUESTION IS-HOW HAS THIS ABSENCE BEEN COGNISED » 

In case your idea proceeds thus— “we do not cognise any 

CONSCIOUSNESS AT THE TIME ",~^HEN THAT ITSELF PROVES THE 

presence of Consciousness at the time— It might be absurd 
that—" If Consciousness is present dueing the said states, 

THEN WHY IS THERE NO REMEMBRANCE OF IT ON AWAKENING, ETO 

-This fact (of non-remembrance) is not effective (in be™ 

OUB VIEW) , THE ABSENCE OF REMEMBRANCE IS DUE TO THE ABSENCE 
OF VIVIDNESS AND OTHER CONDITIONS (IN THE CONSCIOUSNESS)^ 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE NEWBORN INFAN . 

(1923-1927) 

COMMENTARY. 

» » «; *- “ * 

m eoraoKmMiBsa o t coputio, r,[ ^ OnuctcMncM q! 

. — - * 

absence ot Cognition. 
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If also your definite Cognition proceeds in the form that — "m sleep, swoon 
and other states, I am not cognisant of any Consciousness ”, — then this defi- 
nite cognition itself proves the existence of Cognition (or Consciousness) 

It might be argued that — “if there were Consciousness during sleep 
and other conditions, then why should not there be remembrance of it on 
awakening, etc 9 ’ — The ‘ etcetera 9 ’ is meant to include the state when the 
swoon and the intoxication have passed off 

But this non-remembrance is not eSective m provmg that what has been 
cognised did not exist there. It would be so if the mere cognition of a thing 
meant that there must he remembrance of it As a matter of fact, however, 
in many cases, even when there is Cognition, there is no Remembrance, — on 
account of the absence of vividness, repetition and interest in the Cognition ; 
just as is found to be the case of the new-born infant, where, even though 
there is Cognition, there is no Remembrance — (1923-1927) 

Question : — “ What proof or authority have you for asserting that Con- 
sciousness is present, — -where there is doubt regarding the appearance of 
Remembrance ! ” 

This is the objection urged by the Opponent in the following — 


TEXT (1928). 

It’ XT IS SO, THEN HOW DO YOU POSTULATE THE PRESENCE OE 

mra (Consciousness) nr these (states) 1 ”—(1928/1) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Of this *• — of the Consciousness. 

‘ In these — m the states of sleep, etc — (1928) 

Our reason is as follows, as has been explained already • 


TEXTS (1928-1930). 

We conclude this from reasons albeady explained before.— If 
THE PRESENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS IS NOT ADMITTED DURING THE 
STATES OF SLEEP, SWOON AND THE LIKE,— THEN THERE SHOULD BE 

ueatk; while if another Consciousness is produced 

BE *° DEATH at Mental 

Consciousness must be regarded as wde- 
- T, AS IT IS NOT DEPENDENT UPON THE Eye, ETC 
AND W IS PRESENT ON THE STRENGTH OF ITS OWN CAUSE, 

JUST A s DURING D&EAMS, ETC — (1928-1930) 

COMMENTARY. 

the St 9 S’nmm 1 ^n^thIt e H Plain9d 1 ™*°™ “ M f ° U ° WS ° tt “wakening, 

6 3 t,Ut t)l ° raaa fcas must be regarded as nrismg from 
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r^Z " " 15 H, a ^ 

. , . ' nhrr L \'> r " »" ™" Pro!,™* adduced hero » not • 

n. r ™ >f has tw shoim by the 

S u , „f ti,. JK. Mb,!,t; „f other tm.« E thnt the necessary umLblr 

<11-1! 1-1111 I'm,. tV 

v out n'JYl* iC* lf I * 1 ' ' r 1,0 fV, "- r ' f " Kn ‘'' i < !, 'nne sleep, etc , then there 

K. "H Ifv other hmd. ,t tr held th,it~“ offer the Both- has become 
4 lt^fs \ * »*|> u f a(| ( «>!i«nmt rrii^s. Another Onn^pitwsnpSH i« produced 
hoi ii *d * riinr) , 1 ; ' ?i t Orb npp irinrr of Conceintisnass would mean 

fho three m Imm Th'ithnt nil Ixi.msr nun therjwof the man awnhrnmp 
fromslivp, ">)))t'i tvi«eof Hied* id min also there would he reappearance of 
' ‘ * “ ,trr,r ' f'l*' > mUv a** it is mill Mental (subjective) Consciousness that 

!n tl).' , ip ui! \ to link up the next birth, ns Jins been thus declared — 
I.i'iJ me tip. H spa.-mn nnd the red nre admissible onli when the subjective 
Con ejonsn*' s is then* ' 

J rom t!l tits tt foljoirs thnt Subjective Consciousness rests entirely 
upon the previous C<mxr*misn« -s : this m tile tden expressed m the words — 
’Ati’ijce'Kc roii'fio.ietw-M mns' hr Tcqqrri'd as m<1rpr n rlcnl ’ — The reason for 
tin- inih jv nd' net* ’ t .insists m the fact of its not riqmnng anything else 
In nil cns. this Subject ii . Consciousness proceeds entirely from its oirn 
Ci i i, — IcTiits.* it do's not st/md m item! of nnv causes other than its own 
in tV slnpe of il'c the. etc. , — as is found to he the ease during sleep — 

The following T r.r‘ dispose, of the < Itarge of ‘ mndmissilnlity ’ agmnst the 
Benson ji,-t stated — 


TEXT (1131) 

Tot* ivfTAvrr CiavrrrTUAi. Cooxrriovs a nr xot prrrxnnvr ewx 
M'N sr-onrv\s on oiurcTs — becst-sf thev cove shoot 

J VJ-V IX TUF VBSrVCF OF JTTE FrXCTIOXrXG OF THFSF 

i.crrra — an is the ca=n or the ‘ xkt- 
LOTt'S ASP SrCH THtSOS — (1131) 


COMMEXTABY 


‘ TrtSnrmrJrn, tit. etc.’— Even when there is no functioning of the 
Pense-orpiu'nnd the Object IVhon one thing comes about without the 
functioning of the other, this latter cannot be the cause of the former If it 
were, tt would lend to absurdity. — (1911) 


Tin following might be urged .-“The Conceptual Cognition of the 
Si u hiu* and such tlungs may be independent of the Sense-organ and the 
Ob ect.-becan.se it comes about even m the absence of theselattc^how 
could the Conceptual Cognition however which appear,wfentheE,e i 
fixed upon the Blue object before one be independent of the Sense organ 
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and Object, — which could save the Probate, from being ‘ inadmissible ’ m 
rogord to a part of the ‘ Subject * (Minor Term) ’ " 

The answer t.o this is ns follows — 


TEXTS (1932-1933) 

Even os the presence op the Sense- oho as and the object, the 
Conceptual Cognition that appears in relation to the Past, 

ETC SHOULD BE REGARDED AS ON THE SAME FOOTING AS THE 
CONCEPTION THAT ENVISAGES A NON-ENTITY It HAS BEEN 
ALREADY EXPLAINED IN DETAIL THAT THE FORM OF 
AN ENTITY CANNOT FIGURE IN CONCEPTUAL COG- 
NITIONS, BECAUSE THEY INVOLVE VERBAL 

EXPRESSIONS — (1932-1933) 


COMMENTARY. 


Tayoh ’ — of the Sense-organ and the Object. 

' Asndarthaparagena ’ — is * that which envisages whnt does not oxisfc ’, 
— i e the conception, of things like the Sbj-lolus . — On the same footing ns 
this would be the conception, relating to the Past (if Cognitions wero depen- 
dent upon the actual presence of the Object cognised) 

“ How so 5 ” 


All Conceptual Cognitions Rppear as associated with verbal expressions, 
and hence they envisage verbal expressions also , and that winch envisages 
the verbal expression cannot envisage an entity , because verbal expressions 
o not bear upon the form of things , as words are not fixed by Convention 
m relation to the actual form of things —All this lias been explained in detail 
under the Chapter on ‘ Word and its Denotation’ (Chapter XVI) 

The Reason is present in everything where the Probandum is known to 
e present, hence it cannot be regarded as ‘ Contradictory ’ —Nor is it , 

"r™ ’ beoaues lf tha Oognition were not produced from it,s own 
’ i would have to be regarded as without cau*o -—( 1932 - 1033 ) 


It might be argued that>— “ as the Cognition 
It could not bo regarded as without cause ” 

The answer to that is aB follows — 


would subsist m the Bodj\ 


TEXT (1934) 

lN ^ YSIS - ET0 "-™ ™ » change 

SC1 — ’ M Is N0 CHASGE in tee Subjective Con- 

, HENCE THIS LATTER CANNOT BE RF,- 

garded as subsisting in the Body.— ( 1934 ) 
COMMENTARY. 

.u-ta, 

^ n0fc ’ noko an y oha "g® ™ the Subjective Consciousness ; 



924 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER yttt 


hence this Subjective Consciousness cannot be regarded as subsisting m the 
Body , when one thing does not become directly modified upon the modifies- 

tion of another tiling, it cannot be regarded as subsisting m this latter , 

—eg the Horse, winch is not modified by the modification of the Cow 
(does not subsist m tlio Cow) , — on the modification of the Body, Subjective 
Consciousness does not always and directly become modified, in the state 
of Paralysis, etc , — hence there is non-apprehension of the wider character 
(which implies the absence of the less wide) —(1934) 


The following text proceeds to show that the character of subsisting in 
something is invariably concomitant with the character of becoming directly 
modified on the modification of the latter thing — 


TEXTS (1935-1936) 

In oases of affections of the Eye, whenever there is the slightest 

DEFECT IN THE EYE, THE COGNITION BASED UPON THE Eye 
APPEARS IN A DEFECTIVE FORM — THUS, EVEN WHEN THE 
Body has perished, the Subjective Conscious- 
ness, WHICH DOES NOT SUBSIST IN IT, CONTINUES 
TO EXIST THROUGH THE FORCE OF ITS OWN 
CAUSE , — THERE CAN BE NO INCON- 
GRUITY in this — (1935-1936) 

COMMENTARY. 


As the wider oharaoter is absent, it is proved that the Subjective 
Consciousness does not subsist m the Body 

* Thus ’ — therefore — even on the cessation of the Body, — the Subjective 
Consciousness shall not cease There is no incongruity m this — ' When one 
thing does not subsist in another, it does not necessarily cease upon the 
cessation of the latter j e g the cessation of the C low does not lead to the 
cessation of the Gavaya ,-and the Body is not the substratum of Subjective 
Consciousness ; hence there is non-apprehension of the wider character 
(1935-1936) 


It has been argued above (under Text 1869) that-“when the other 
body has not been seen, how can it be understood that the required sub- 
stratum is the Body that is bom subsequently f ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 
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TEXTS (1937-1938) 

WHEK Boas IS KO INCONGRUITY IN SUBJECTIVE CONSCIOUSNESS BY 
ITSEBV, WE ABE NOT EAGER TO TROVE THE EXISTENCE OE ANOTHER 

Boot —But, even though not seen, such a Body 

CANNOT BE DENIED , BECAUSE THE NON-PEBOETTION 

may be due only to uncertainty in the 

MAN WITH DEFECTIVE EYESIGHT, AS IN THE 
CASE OF SCANTY SMOKE — (1937-1938) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows —What is meant to be proved is the existence 
of the ‘ other world * ; and how can it be proved ?— It can be proved if it 
is shown that Consciousness is without beginning and without end , as it is 
only an aspect of Consciousness that figures in the Idea of the ‘ other world * ; 
this Idea cannot subsist in the Body, which is a material object with a shape ; 
as the * other world ’ is held to be there even when the Body is not there. 
If the ‘ Cha in of Cognitions * is proved to be without be g i nning and without 
end, then the existence of onr 1 other World ’ also becomes proved Hence 
wo do not put forth any effort towards proving the existence of the other 
Body , as it would he useless 

Simply because the other body is not seen, it cannot be denied ; as 
this noi'Seeing may be due to the absence of necessary attention, as happens 
m the case of the man with defective eyesight,— even though the body 
may he there all right ; as it happens when, there is a scanty line of smoke ; 
so that mere non-perception does not prove non-existence. In fact a sub- 
sequent body is described as actually perceived by persons of pure birth and 
super-normal vision. 

For these same reasons, there can be no denial of the ‘ migratory body * 
{Lmgasharira) postulated by the Sdnhhya 

In the case of the previously-born body also, it is just possible that 
there may be non-perception due to the remoteness of place , — due either to 
its being produced, at a remote place, or to the difference in its character, 
as in. the case of Ghosts and Goblins Even when the bodies are not remote, 
people with normal vision can never cognise with certainty that it is such 
and such a being who has become bom as a bird » just as there is no recogni- 
tion in cases where the body is changed by means of the use of medicines 
with unthinkable potency —(1937-1938) 


Question • How is it then that Cognitions appearing in different, sub- 
strata are spoken of as belonging to the same Chain ? ” 

Answer - 
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TEXTS (M38-M4I) 

Krn TH0U011 THE Oommm subsist in » mFmr Bn 
VCT - nr reason or the eater cognition aZZZ“J ‘ 
PARTICULAR CHARACTER AS THE PRFGrmico Jr WMR 

™ IS CONNECTED WITH ” 

previous Coonition is connected -Further, C m 

ZJZJrT ^ ” AOrmK ™"'ards suckjno 

the breast, as also displeasure at beino baulked , ALL which 

so™ E Y n0M ' 3tT0H A0T<3 AS CRVING ’ ST;cKINR ™ E breast and 
so forth -All mi is rs of the nature of Conceptual Cognition 

am» Conceptual Cognition is associated with names (verbal 
evpression) — (1039-1041) 


COMMENTARY 

'Bi/ reason of the later Cognition, etc etc ’—That is, the Cognitions of 
Uio present hfo nppenr with tile snmo peculiarities ns the Cognitions of the 
previous hfo This hns hocn thus declared — 1 Through repeated practice, gowl 
mid evil deeds nppenr in the nature of men , and these seme appear in fnture 
lives, without nnv instruction.— like n dream ’ 

The Materialist has argued as follows — 11 The Body m this world and 
the Bodv in the * other world ’ being entire!} different, the Cham of the 
Cognitions in those two bodies cannot be one and the same , so that the first 
Cognition that appears in the Foetus cannot belong to the same Ohnm as 
tlie Cognition under dispute, — because they belong to different bodies,— like 
the Cognitions of the Buffalo, the Boar and other animals 11 
This also becomes refuted by what has been said above 
Then again, for the following reason also the existence of the 1 other 
w orld ’ should bo admitted . — Every Conceptual Cognition is preceded bt 
the repented Cognition of words, — because it is Conceptual, — like the Con- 
ceptual Thoughts occurring in youth and old age , — the Conceptual Cognition 
involved m the desire for sucking the breast and so forth appearing in new- 
born infants is Conceptual , — hence tins is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things. 

The Reason cannot be said to be one which has an unadmitted sub- 
stratum ; because the existence of the Minor Term in the shape of the desire 
for sucking the breast, etc , is proved by such effects m newborn infants as 
crying and actual breast-sucking , such crying and breast-sucking cannot ba 
possible in one who has no conception of hkmg and disliking 

Nor is the Reason 1 inadmissible by itself ’ , — this is shown by the words 
’ all this is of the nature of Conceptual, etc etc ’ — 1 AU this ’ — s e. the desire 
for breast-sucking, etc — is of the nature of Conceptual Thought , because it 
is apprehended as something sought after 

That the Reason is not 1 Inconclusive ' is shown by the words — 1 w 
associated with names ’ 1 Sah ’ stands for Conceptual Cognition Inas- 

much as Conceptual Cognition is associated with /erbal expression, it is 
said to ho ‘associated with names’ This ‘association with names’,— 
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of the Conceptual Cognition — is not possible without repented Convention ; 
ns hns been explained by us already m detail — (1939-1941) 

The following might be urged — “ There may be association with names 
due to repeated practice ; but that does not prove what, is wonted , in fact, 
it only proves the contrary, 1 e the fact of being preceded (and produced) 
bv repeated practice during tile present life " 

The answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXT (1942) 

In the case in question there can be NO ‘ NAME-FORM ’ TO WHICH 

ONE HAS BEEN HABITUATED, DURING THE PRESENT BIRTH As 

IN THE CASE OE THESE PERSONS, IF THERE HAS BEEN NO 
PREVIOUS BIRTH, THERE SHOULD BE ENTIRE 
ABSENCE OF THE SAID DESIRE, ETC — (1942) 

COMMENTARY 

What is meant is as follows — The practice or habitual use during the 
present life in this world is negatived by all evidence,— in the case of new- 
born infants The Reason adduced in support of a conclusion that is so 
annulled cannot, be said to be ‘ contradictory ’, because the Probans has 
been said to be ‘ contradictory ’ only when the Probandnm is one that is 
not already annulled 

Name-form , i e the form of the Name, i e its expressiveness ; even 
though this really functions m the mind, it is imposed upon (attributed 
to) the verbal forms 

‘ These persons i e the newborn infants 

‘ Absence of, etc etc , e absence of the said Desire for breast -snclung 
and so forth, — (1942) 

The following Text sums up the purport of the above arguments 


TEXT (1943) 

For TRESE REASONS, THE SAID DESIRE, ETC. MUST BE REGARDED AS 
PROCEEDING FROM THE IMPRESSIONS LEFT BY THE HABITUAL USE 

of the Name , and as these are of the nature of 
Conceptual Cognition, the said Desire 

ALSO SHOULD BE ADMITTED TO BE 


Conceptual — (1943) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘'toads for tosmSl ‘ For these reasons ’ — (1943) 

The following text desmhes the upshot of the above arguments 
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TEXT (1944) 

Because the Conceptual Cognition of the said persons is born 

OF THE FRUITION OF THE IMPRESSIONS LEFT BY THE REPEATED 

Cognition of the Name during that same birth, 

— THEREFORE ‘ ANOTHER BIRTH ’ BECOMES 
ESTABLISHED —(1944) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Name ’ — Verbal expression. — ' Cognition ' — apprehension, knowledge , 
— 1 ahhydsa repeated appearance 

The compound ‘ yannama, etc etc ’ is to be expounded as * that birth 
during winch there has been repeated cognition of the Name — this com- 
pound being in accordance with a particular rule (of Panmi’s) — ‘ Saptami, 
etc. ’ , — the impressions are left by this repeated Cognition , — these Impress- 
ions have this ‘ fruition development, attainment of their full character, by 
producing their effects , — and it is from this * fruition ' that the said 
Conceptual Cognition is bom 

‘ Of the eaid person s ' — l e. of new-born infants — (1914) 

The following Text sets forth the opponent’s Bedmtio ad abmrdum 
argument against the above view : — 


TEXT (1945). 

“ i F the said Conceptual Cognition of the newborn infants proceed 

FROM THE REPEATED COGNITION OF NAMES, — HOW IS IT THAT 
THEY DO NOT HAVE THE MEMORY OR THE CLEAR 
SPEECH OF ELOQUENT SPEAKERS ? ”—(1945) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘•If the Conceptual Cognition proceeds from the repeated Oogmtion of 
the Convention during previous lives, -4hea the nawbomehildsho^dteve 

°»™*“ • ‘“T. T SSi “ ~ 

not be Dossible without remembrance , also the ctuia snou 

speech like eloquent speakers ,-and m that And ye" none of 

the setting up of any Oonventrons dunng the pre-nt Me 

these things happens -Hence the Conceptual Cognition is 

the " * 

Buddhist) is defective —(1945) 

a.—!-* ~ **zr r * 

m this MwM ad abwd,m » ‘ Incenolumvo (Doubtful) 
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TEXT (1946) 

That Speech is not there is due to the * act that tiie dk\ blopment 
(of the Impressions) becomes hampered by powerful 

IMPEDIMENTS, — JUST AS IN THE STATE OF HIGHLY 
COMPLICATED FEVER. — (1946) 


COMMENTARY; 


As a matter of fact, Repeated Cognition is not invariably concomitant 
with Remembrance, etc , — by virtue of which concomitance it should always 
produce the said Remembrance , or should cease on the cessation of the 
same Because it is quite possible that, there may be continuance of the 
previous habit, and yet there may be no Remembrance 

The mention of tlio * high complicated fever ’ is only by way of 
illustration 

‘ Powerful impediments ’ — due to existence m tiro mother’s womb. 

‘The development becomes hampered ’—That is the full development 
of the Impressions becomes hampered I l e it does not proceed m exact 
accordance with the peculiarities of the particular place, time and character 
of things as previously cognised. 

This answers the following argument of the Materialist — “ Remem- 
brance of previous birth cannot be admitted , because there is Remembrance 
of all men coming from the same village ’’.—The fact of the matter ,s that 
even those comrng from the same village do not have the R emembr anc e j as 
among them there are some who are dull-witted who lose their memory 

1 Tasdm f - — stands for the words, speech — >(1946) 


The following Text shows that the Reason adduced 
absurdum is ‘ inadmissible ’ regarding its substratum — 


in tlio Rcdiiiho ad 






° TH0SE ^-sotiled men, where there is not the 
SUGGEST IMPEDIMENT,- CLEAR SPEECH IS ACTUALLY 
HEARD AND THEY DO HAVE CLEAR REMEMBRANCE 
OF THEM ALSO — (1947) 


COMMENTARY. 

• Urgh-souled men’- Men of exceptionally pure Me -(1947) 
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TEXTS (1948-1953) 

As a matter of fact, all these feelings of Love, Hatred and m , 

REST BECOME STRONG THROUGH HABIT AND REPETITION,— AS HAS BEEN 
ASCERTAINED BY POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE —These 

” s ’ "» ® first time (in the CHILD), are 

ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY HABIT AND REPETITION DURING THE 
PRESENT LIFE , WHAT THEN IS THE CAUSE OF THB* APPEARANCE - 
IF THERE IS NO OTHER LIFE ’-THEIR APPEARANCE CANNOT BE DDE 
TO THE PRESENCE OF THEIR (EXTERNAL) EXCITANTS , BECADSE EVEN 
ITOEN THESE EXCITANTS ARE PRESENT, THE FEELINGS IN QDESTION 
DO NOT APPEAR, IF THERE IS DlSOUST , AND WHEN THIS DlSGDST 
CEASES, THEY ARE FOUND TO BE STRONG, EVEN IN CONNECTION 
WITH PAST AND FUTURE THINGS, WHEN THE COUNTERFEBLINGS APPEAR 
IN INTENSIFIED FORM-TEE FEELINGS OF LOVE, HATRED AND THE 
REST ARE FOUND TO PROCEED IN REGARD TO WOMEN AND OTHER 
THINGS, WHEN THE MAN ATTRIBUTES TO THEM GOODNESS, DEVOTED. 
NESS AND CONSTANCY AND SO FORTH , EVEN THOUGH THESE QUALITIES 
MAY NOT BE ACTUALLY THERE — FOR THESE REASONS, THESE 
FEELINGS APPEARING IN THIS UFB MUST BE REGARDED AS APPEARING, 
WITHOUT THE EXCITANTS BEING ACTUALLY PRESENT,— THROUGH THE 
FORGE OF THE HABITUAL APPEARANCE OF SIMILAR FEELINGS IN THE 
PAST, — BECAUSE THEY ARK FEELINGS OF LOVE, ETC LIKE THESE 
SAME FEELINGS APPEARING SUBSEQUENTLY -( 1948 - 1953 ) 


COMMENTARY 

The argument may ho thus formulated .—The stiongth of the feelings of 
Lava, Hatred, Jealousy, Haughtiness and Pride, etc , — as also Wisdom, 
Compassion, Sympathy and so forth — is due to habitual practice , just as 
during the present life, it is found in men possessed of the varying degrees 
of these feelings , — during the present life, there is in the Body, etc of a 
man, a degree of strength of the feelings, which is not due to any such practice 
during the present life , — so thiB is a Reason based upon the relation of 
cause and effect. As all such relations of cause and effeot are determined 
by positive and negative concomitance, the Reason cannot be said to be 
'inadmissible'.— Tins is what is meant by the words — ‘ Ascertained by 
positive, etc. eta ’. 

‘ m 


It cannot be urged that — “ the Reason is contradictory , os cited 
proof of the fact of the feelings due to habitual repetition during other lives 
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Wliat is meant is that these feehngs as appearing for the first time during the 
present bfe have not been habitually lepeated during this life , — this may not 
be a Reason directly proving the fact of these feehngs being due to habitual 
practice during previous lives , blit wliat is stated as the Reason being 
admitted to be a fact, it could not be without some cause , if it were w ithout 
cause it w ould be there at all times ; — hence if another life were not there, 
what could be the cause of the strength of the said feelings of Love, Hatred, 
etc ■* Hence the conclusion is that the habitual repetition during past lives 
is the cause of the said strength of the feehngs , — and thus the ‘ other 
w orld ’ becomes established 


The external objective excitant cannot be the cause of the feehngs 
m question , because m many cases, even when these excitants are there, 
the feelings of Love, etc do not appear at atl, — if there happen to be present 
a feeling of Disgust against the evil character of the things — The term 
' pratisankhyana ' , ‘disgust’ stands for that counter-feeling against Love, 
etc., which is based upon the idea of evil — Sometimes, even when the 
excitant is not there, the said feehngs of Love, etc actually appear. Hence 
the presence of the feehngs cannot be due to the presence of the excitants 


Then again, even m regard to past and future things, the feehngs are 
found to be strong m the man in whom the feeling of Disgust has ceased, 
and feehngs due to the absence of pleasure have become intensified through 
strong desire And when there is no change m the presence or absence of u 
certain thing, or the presence or absence of another thing,— the one cannot 
be the cause of the other , otherwise these would be incongruities 

For the following reason also, the feelings of Love, etc. cannot be duo 
to the presence of the excitants -Because, if the feehngs appeared exactly 
m accordance with the excimuts, they would proceed from the excitant 
exactly m the same maimer as the Cognition of Blue and other Dungs (winch 
dl'3 m “ CC0rda “ c8 these things) ;-the feelings howevci 

ran rrl / ^ " ay ’ 0U tho cuntrar F- said feehngs appear m 

regard to the Bomau and other things, m men who attribute to the woman 

sir;™ : 

to imposed ^ etc « perbumng 

excitant) , and from tins it follows that'th^'^f °i ““ ° bje ° fclVe basls < or 
they appear for the first time H feeh ^ of Love, etc., when 

expenonco of smular feelings in thc U par-7mti9 5 T ed *** ** 


d thlTfeTlmgs 0 ?2?etjr Ot th « ex “taut s of the feehngs, then how 
Anaacr — ’ PH ear ouI y when the Objects are present t ” 
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TEXTS (1954-1056) 

WllfcK THE OBJECTS, ARE PRESENT, THEBE AM'EAJt PLEASURE, ETC , 
I BOM THIS PLEASURE, ETC PROCEED THE ' AFFLICTIONS ’ OF Love, 

Hate and the rest, — being the outcome of the fruition of the 
Impressions left by similar past feelings,— in men who are 

DEVOID OF WISDOM AND ARE SUBJECT TO EVIL PROPENSITIES (*),— IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE POTENCY OF THINGS DIRECTLY, THE OBJECTS 
ARE NOT THE CAUSE OF THE FEELINGS , IF THEY WERE, A SINGLE 

Affliction would be the cause of them all,— in regard to 
THE OBJECT,— LIKE THE COGNITION OF THINGS — (1954-1956) 


COMMENTARY 


Tlio process ih us follows —When the Object is present, there appears 
pleasure born of the bonse-organ concerned from this Pleasure, proceed 
tho * Afflictions ’ of Love, otc , — m men devoid of wisdom (and dispasaion) 
and subjoot to evil propensities und tendencies, — out of the fruition of 
tlio Impressions loft by the previously experienced feelings of Love, etc , so 
that the Objects are not the direct cause of the feebngs 

Tho following might be urged “ You are only expounding your own 


doctrine ; you state no reasons 

The answer to this is— ‘A sing le Affliction, etc etc. ’ — ‘ Single i e 
of a Binglo land — ‘ Tatra ’ — m regard to the object — ‘ Tasya ’—of the 
ob j 0C t — ‘ Lite the Cognition o/ things ’ ,— i e like the Cognition apprehending 
tho form of tho Blue and other things —As a matter of fact however, a single 
•Affliction’ is not what actually appears; for instance, m regard to the 
Binglo object m the shape of the body of the Woman-while m one men 
the feeling aroused is that of Love, in another it is Hate, while m yetanother, 
mere jealousy , so that there are several kinds of ‘ Afflictions (Feelings) 
that appear. — (1954— 1960) 


The following might be urged — ’ Thefeelmgs of Love, etc that appear 
t bB Dresent life cannot be the efiect of repeated experience m the 
past j they anse either from the seeing of the actual act done by others, or 
from the advice of other persons ’ . 

This is answered m the following— 


TEXT (1957). 

^ lwmAK0E OF THE FEELINGS CANNOT BE DUE EITHER TO THE 

o* ™ Bonos oi « <» ®> «***»" «* 
be the case always (iyo< ) 


* Yjiti ' stands for doings —(1967) 

T1 » “*■“**■ 



LOKXYATA— MATERIALISM. 


933 


TEXT (105H) 


BOWS Bocss and other animals,-wh« »av 

B ' T«* DOINGS, -BECOME 

OF FEMALES OF THEIR OWN KIND 

- U)V 


|j NEVER SERB «>R III.ARIl 
AT TI1K TOUCH 

— (1958) 




406 When toe » contact- proximity^! those, thee » ‘ pMurtom 
disturbance,— i e desire for intercourse — t 19o8> 


TEXT (1959) 

Sock qualities as Wisdom, Gentleness, Compassion and the like,— 
WHICH ARE NOT HABITUALLY PRACTISED IN THE WORLD, 

BO NOT PROCEED BY THEMSELVES, LIKE PRIDE, ETC ( 1959) 

COMMENTARY. 

It must be admitted that the feelings of Love, etc. appear by themselves 
as tbe effect of habitual experience in the past becau-h Mich qualities us 
wisdom, gentleness and the rest,— which ate not habitually practised in tlio 

world, are not found to appear by themselves , — like Pride, etc . this is 

an instance of dissimilarity ' Pnde ’ is haughtiness — Otherwise, like I’ride, 
etc , Wisdom and the rest also would appear by themselves — (1959) 


Some people have held the following view . — ■” Love proceeds from Phlegm 
(m the physical constitution of the Body), — Hatred from Bile , — and Delusion 
from Wmd ”, 

The answer to that is as follows : — 


TEXTS (1960-1951) 

The origination of the feelings cannot be due to Phlegm) and 
the rest Because, as in the previous case, the entire falsity 

OF THIS IDEA IS PERCEIVED IN EXPERIENCE. — PoR THESE 
REASONS, THAT TIME REPEATED PRACTICE DURING WHICH IS 
THE CAUSE OF THE FEELINGS APPEARING FOR THE FIRST 
TIME, MUST BE THE ‘ OTHER BlSTH WHICH THUS 
BECOMES ESTABLISHED j AND THE DOCTRINE 

of ‘Non Est’ becomes damned. — 

(1960-1961) 

commentary. 

‘ Balasa ’ is Phlegm 

As m the previous case ', — in the case of objects, as shown under 
Text 1950 above. 
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Then jg.nn, ns « matter of fact, there is no increase and decrease in the 
{tilings iif Lute, etc upon increase and decrease of Phlegm. And when the 
tlinnge in one I long does not bring about a cliange «i the other, the former 
cannot be the emi-o of the latter. — Smulnrlv, fierce Hatred, and not fierce 
Ijore, has liccn seen to appear in one with preponderance of Phlegm - while 
one with preponderance of Hue is found to have fierce Late, not fierce Hatred ; 
this Sort of comingling is often met with , and when one thing appears without 
the other, tins latter cannot bo the cause of the former Further, the man 
with Zotc is often foimd to be m the cirac condition as the mac with Hatred 
— From these non-concomitance-., it follows that the feelings of Lo\e, etc. 
are not the effects of Phlegm, etc 

‘Tasmiil ’ — 3® it* , this sums up tht chapter. 

* Yadabhyum, clc dr ' — The conijximul it to be expounded as — 
1 Kopeated experience during w lucli is t ho cause of the feelings in question . — 
(1900-19fil) 

The following tain «» l forth the objections of the other parts- . — 


TEXTS (19b2-l%3) 

“ (o) If what is me vst to be proved is the fact of the feelings 

BEING PRODUCED BY REPEATED EXPERIENCE DURING THE PRESENT 

LIFE, THEN SUCH AN IDEA IS ANNULLED BY WELL-PERCEIVED FACTS 

AND IS ALSO CONTRARY TO WHAT IS DESIRED (BY THE BUDDHIST) — 
(b) IF WHAT IS MEANT TO BE PROVED IS THE TACT OF THEIB BEING 
PRODUCED BY THE REPEATED EXPERIENCE OF OTHER LIVES,- 

then the Corroborative Instance is devoid of the Pbo- 
bandum-M If avhat is meant to be pboved is the mere 
unqualified fact of the feelings being produced by re- 
peated experience ’ -the Reason put forward is Con- 
tradictory because IT PROVES THE CONTRARY OF THE FACT 
rr~cs BEING due to the repeated experience of 

another life ” — (1962-1903) 

COMMENTARY 

In reference to £ that they proceed from 

what is it- that is desire P , Q r , 2 ) that they proceed from 

repeated experience during P rc5 ^ ’ , 0c ( 3 ) that thev proceed onlv 

the repeated experience durmg quahfieations T-As, if tins 

from mere * repeated experience- wittout are to ex- 

is proved then by imp ^ h the on i y alternative mews P°^ lb!e - 

penences ot the ‘other world the^are ^ ^eompahbihi.v 
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found to Appeal from experience during tho present htc, and tlioro is 
* badhana ’ — dented — also of ivhat is desired by the upholder of tho other 
world’. 

“ (2) Under tho socond view, the Corroborative lnstanco cited becomes 
devoid of the Probandiun , because for the Materialist, there can be no 
instance where the feelings proceed from experiences of past lives 

“ (3) Under the third view, the Reason becomes ‘ contradictory ’ ,• 
as, like the Corroborative Instance, it proves only the negation of tho desired 
idea of the feelings being due to experiences during other lives ” — (1962- 
1963) 

The above objection is answered m tho following — 


TEXT (1964) 

What is meant to be proved is the general pact. Nor would 
the Reason be ‘ contradictory ’ , there is no incompati- 
bility BETWEEN THESE AND THE REASON, BY REASON 
OP WHICH INCOMPATIBILITY, IT COULD 
NEGATIVE IT (1964) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is the third of the above alternative views that is meant by us 
Nor is the Reason * Contradictory ' 

“ Why J ” 

Because there is no incompatibility between * being produced from 
past experience ’ and ‘ Love and other feelings ’, — by virtue of which incom- 
patibility, the idea of ‘ bemg due to paBt experience ’ could be set aside. 

Further, such notions as * this world ’ and ‘ the other world ’ are based 
on differences in the state or condition of things, — and the differences of 
childhood, youth and so forth. 

In this way, the begmnmglessness (of things) becomes established 
Hence this should not be emphasised— as it amounts to the view-point of 
other disputants (Naiyayika, Mimamsaka, etc ) — (1964) 


End of Chapter on Materialism 



CHAPTER XXIII. 

‘ External World ’ 


COMMENTARY 


Under the Introductory Texts , ‘ PralUya-eamutpuda ’, ‘ Intervolved 
Cham of Causation’, has been described as ‘ pratibimhadi sanntbham’, 
‘ resembling the 'Reflection of things’ In support of this assertion the 
Idealist sets forth as follows — This entire universe comprising the threefold 
phenomena (Subjective or Immaterial, Objective or Material, and Imaginary 
or Fictitious) is mere ‘ Ideation ’ , and this Ideation or Idea, through the 
diversity of ‘ chains ’ varying with each individual ‘ Being ’, is endless, and 
impure — for persons who have not realised the Truth, — bull pure, — for those 
whose ‘ Karma ’ has been wiped off , it is m perpetual flux (being destroyed 
every moment), and affects all living beings , it js not one and unmodtfiabk, 
as held by the ‘followers of the Upawsada ’ (Vedantins) 

Such is the view of the Idealist Buddhists 

The idea of the entire universe being mere Idea is got at by the following 
two methods — (1) Anything external, m the form of Earth, etc, which 
could be apprehended, being non-existent, there can be no apprehender , — 
or (2) even though existent, in another 1 Chain ’, the two factors would 
be devoid of the character of the ‘ apprehender ’ and * apprehended ’ —The 
argument, may be formulated as follows —Every Cognition is devoid of 
both ‘ apprehended ’ and ‘ apprehender ’ because it is Cognition,—- like the 
Cognition of the Reflected Image ,— and the Visual and other Perceptions of 
the Healthy man are Cognition hence tins is a Reason based upon the 


nature of thingb 

The Reason cannot be legaided as ‘not concomitant (with the Pro- 
bandum) , because, for the Cognition, there does not exist any sndn appre- 
hended object as the ‘ external world ’, m the shape of the Earth, etc , because 
such a world would be devoid of one as well as of several forms Tins go 
meat may be formulated as follows .-That winch ,s not of 
forms cannot be regarded by an intelligent man as existent , 6 

‘sky-lotus’ , -and the Earth, etc postulated by other people are de o. 
of e and seweralfoi^ 

H „y ,d..i to tip- ddl aB I ,t M> 

a. — r 

• • 
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that the material substances do not exist at all 1 ; and while proceeding to 
show that such a Proposition would be contrary to perceptible facts, the 
Opponent explains that the first Reason iS not concomitant (with the Pro- 
baiidmn),— in the following — 

TEXTS (1965-1966) 

*< Ty the four material substances po rot exist apart from the 
Cognition (Consciousness, Idea), then, how is it that they 
ARE DISTINCTLY AND CLEARLY PERCEIVED 2 — EVEN WHEN 
SO PERCEIVED, IF THEY ARE HELD TO BE NON-EXTSTENT, 

THEN FOR YOU, WHAT WOULD BE THE PROOF 
FOR TKF, EXISTENCE OF THE Cognition 
ALSO 2 ”—(1965-1966) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Distinctly ’ —This indicates the fact of the four substances being some- 
thing distinct from Cognition , — and ‘ dearly 1 indicates that it is clearly 
perceived 

This same idea is further strengthened by a Reductio ad Absurdum — 
* Even when so, etc etc ’ — (1985-1966) 

The Answer to the above is as follows — 


TEXTS (1967-1969) 

When the external object is perceived, — in what form is it 

PERCEIVED 2 IS IT IN THE FORM OF THE ATOM 2 Or IN THAT 
OF A COMPOSITE THING 2 — As FOR THE FORMER, THE FORM OF THE 

Atom is not what is actually cognised , because in the 
Cognition, there is no recognition of several imfartite 

CORPOREAL THINGS , WHILE IF THE ATOMS HAD APP EAR ED IN THE 

Cognition, they should have appeared as devoid of at.t. dis- 
tinctions OF COMPONENT parts , OTHERWISE they would not be 
' PERCEPTIBLE FOR THE SIMPLE REASON THEY WOULD NOT BE 
IMPRESSING THE COGNITION WITH THEIR OWN FORM — (1967-1969) 


COMMENTARY. 

If the external object were cognised by Perception, it could be so either 
(1) as one and not-different from the Atoms,— or (2) as one, but m the form 
o a composite whole composed of the Atoms , — or (3) as a single gross object 
(by itself) not composed of parts -These are the likely alternatives 

t cannot be the first of these ; that is, it cannot be held to be cognised as 
one an not- Uferent from the Atoms ; because there is no recognition in the 
Cognition (of the object) of several impnrtite corporeal atoms , in fact, what is 
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actually recognised in Consciousness is the idea of something gross If the 

rending is ’ pralyaye aprahvedaniU ’, there la to be no compounding The 

argument min' be formulated as follows — That which does not appear in its 
own form in the Cognition which is held to be Perception, should not be re- 
garded as ‘perceived’, — for instance, the ‘sky-lotus’, — the Atom, many and 
corporeal, does not appfear in this form in the Cognition which is held to be 
Perception, which always apprehends the gross form , — thus there is no 
apprehension of the voder ehaiaoter (wliieh would imply perceptibility) , 
because ‘ Perceptibility ’ is invariably concomitant with ‘appearance of its 
own form ' — This same invariable concomitance is shown by the words — ‘ If 
the Atoms, etc etc ’ — (1007-1969) 

The following might be urged — “ In as much as we hold the doctrine that 
the Atoms are alw ays produced, and also pensh, m the aggregated form, — 
there can be no appearance of the Atoms singly , as has been asserted by 
Bhadanta-Shuhhagupta — ‘ Atoms oannot come about one by one, each indepen- 
dently by itself , that also is'the reason why they do not appear singly m 
consciousness ’ ” 

The following Text shows that this is no answer to the argument urged 
above (under 1967 el seq ) 


TEXTS (1970-1971) 

Even if they come into existence in the aggregated form, the 
Atoms should appear in their own form (in the Cognition) , 

BECAUSE EVEN UNDER THOSE CONDITIONS THEY DO NOT ABANDON 

their rmparhte form — If it be said that their 
form is one that has reached the lowest limit of 

DIMUNITION (SMALLNESS) THEN, WHY SHOULD 
NOT THEY BE REGARDED AS incorporeal , LIKE 
Sensation, etc ? — (1970-1971) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Under those conditions ’— m the aggregated form 

w Ti lr d the Atoms ‘are impartite (indivisible), then they should not 

-^e present assertion of the Opponent 
be regarded as » shown by the words "If it 

involves a cfc , means ■ that form or character which has 

be said, etc etc — Labdhapa, , T - t 18 t0 aay , ,{ the Atoms are 

reached the low-est limit o m duninis hrag contacts of component 

- “* n r;"rs, — >* 

s.™*— - *-"**■'— **” * ” 

tmotion between them.— (1970-1971) 

T ,„ m -<«— ■ **- : r' *' 1 •’*" 

Shnbhagupta — 
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TEXT (1972) 

“Jdst as in the case of the coming into existence of similar 
‘moments’, there is an illusion of permanence, — so 

WHEN THERE IS AN UNBROKEN SERIES OF COGNITIONS 

of similar Atoms, there is an illusion 
of Ghossnexs ” — (1972) 

COMMENTARY 

He has offered the following answer — “ In the ease of sound and other 
things n lint are perceived are several similar ‘ Momenta ’ coming into existence 
one after the other ; and yet there is an illusion of there being a permanent 
entity , — inthesamemanner.mthoeaseof Atoms, whatare perceived simultane- 
ously are so many homogeneous Atoms present m nn unbroken cbmn, which 
gives rise to the mental delusion tliat wliet is perceived is n ijross object — 
Thus the Reason adduced above in Text 1988 is * inadmissible ” — (1972) 

The answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXTS (1973-1979) 

If the Perception, entirely by its own function, did not bring 

ABOUT THE RECOGNITION (OF THE BIPARTITE ATOMS), — THEN, HOW 
COULD THESE BE REGARDED AS * AMENABLE TO PERCEPTION ’ ?— 

That things are momentary is ascertained by means of 

PROOFS , BUT HOW ARE THE ATOMS COGNISED AS ‘ WHITE ’, ‘ YELLOW ' 
AND THE REST It MIGHT BE SAID THAT— “ THE FIRST VISIBLE 

THING MUST BE AN AGGREGATE OF MINUTE (INVISIBLE) THINGS 

BECAUSE IT IS gross,— LIKE THE HlLL AND SUCH THINGS ,— THERE 

is this Inference (which proves our assertion) ’’.—The answer 
TO this is that grossness is not admitted to be present in the 

two THINGS , THE COMPOSITE IS NOT GROSS, NOR ARE THE ATOMS 
SO — F WHAT HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF AS SUCH (GROSS) IS THE WELL- 
KNOWN FORM THAT IS FOUND EXTENDED IN SPACE-EVEN SO AS 
SUCH FORM APPEARS IN ILLUSORY COGNITION ALSO, THERE WOULD 

U0UBT ~I F 1031 AlfS ^ THAT-" ILLUSORY COGNI- 
WON IS WRONG, HENCE WHAT IS COGNISED IS NOT ADMITTED TO BE 
, THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT, UNLESS A DISTINCTION IS ESTAB- 


LISTTFn , * waiiai, TAOU IS ESTAB- 

THATtllE IT ' ° B ^ THE DnTE MNCE BETWEEN THIS AND 

SAID to env com valibihly with effective action ,— and this is 

mat mTH THE 0e8 “ 

OTHERWISE ALSO ON C0M?AT ® mK « POSSIBLE 

restricted — (1973-1979) 0l?NT ° F ^ ° APACITY F0R ACTI0K 
COMMENTARY. 

fact ofTLre bang ^ den C n^ PhaS,Smg ‘ ‘ entoc ly’, is the 

8 dCpCndence "POR the Inferential Indicative or the 



040 


TATTVASANORAffA T3&APTFR TTTTT. 


EeJmble Word What is meant is that, even though Perception comes about 
it does so, in an unspecified (indeterminate! form ; and vet that factor alone is 
regarded as ‘ Parcelled’ for praitirul purposes m regard to which it pioduces 
a Kr-coqnihon of the form actually apprehended, while that facfor with 
regard to which it does not product this Recognition is as good ns not- 
apprehended, even though it might be apprehended. Hence our Reason 
cannot be regarded ns 1 inadmissible’ Speciallv because wliat is meant 
by the clause ‘ PratyayaprathedanSt' (m Text 19G8) is that ‘it does not 
figure m that cognition which is meant to lie Perception, and which is put 
forward as the Reason in the Minor premia’, ’ 


It, lias been nrgned (in Text 1 972) that — “ the idea of grossness is a mental 
illusion — -That is not right , because if the Atom had been established by 
suitable proof, then alone could the" idea of grossness he regarded as 
terong or illusory , — as it is only when the momentary character of things 
has been established bj suitable proof, that the idea of pennanetiee is regarded 
as wrong. As a matter of fact however, the Atoms have not yet been 
established , as they form the subject of the present investigation 

Further, this * illusion of grossness ’ cannot be said to be * mental 
ns it appears quite clearly, while wliat is confined to mere Conceptual 
Thought can never be clear ; because the genene form is always indistinct ; 
and without the genene form , there can he no Conceptual Thought 

The following might be urged Like the non-etemahty of things. 
Atoms also are actually established by suitable proofs For instance, what- 
ever is gross IS only of the nature of the aggregate of minute things,— as 
for example, the Hill and other things;— and the first visually perceived 
object is gross ,— hence this is a Reason based on the nature of things The 
qualification ’visually’ has been added for the purpose of excluding the 
* Atomic Iliad ’ (which is not visually perceived) ” 


The answer to this is as follows —In the premiss ‘ because it is gross - 
,f it is real « grossnoss ’, as a property oi the thing, that is put forward as the 
Probans (Reason) —then such ‘ grossness ’ is not admitted by yom- <bsputan 
(the Buddhist) either w the Prdbandum or m the Corro ora n ’ 

and m that case the Probans ,s ■ madmissible ’ and the Corroborative Instance 

,« * devoid of the Probandmn ** 

ji on the other hand, the 1 groasness’ meant is that which appeam^ 
extended m space, which cannot stand the 

” well-known to all common such ‘ gross form ’ actually 

- **-" “ 

If, in order to avoid this difficulty, V ^ s0 )onR as the difference, 

no illusion then, so far as the ^ nannal conditions on the 

between the visual cognition teams on the other, is not 

one hand and the cognition d as being ‘free from 

established, there is no ’ 

illusion ’ ; hence the Set ween the normal healthy visual 

The following might be urged . 
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cognition and the Dream -cognition, the difference is quite clear — m that, while 
the former is compatible with effective action, the latter is not ’* 

The answer to this is — What is this 4 compatibility w ith effective 
action *> * — Tf it is the reaehwq of the external otyeef, — then, that is not yet 
established , m fact, it is for the establishing of the external object that the 
Reason lias been put forward — If, on the other hand, ‘ compatibility with 
effective action’ be held to consist m the Cognition envisaging the desired 
effective action,— then, otherwise also, — 1 e even without the external object, — 
such compatibil it v would be possible , so that the "Reason adduced is clearly 
1 Inconclusive 9 

Question — •“ How would it be possible otherwise ? ” 

Answer — ‘ On account of the capacity for action being restricted 1 , — i e. 
because the capacity of the cause, consisting in the immediately preceding 
Cognition, is i'estrieted , that is, a certain preceding Cognition is capable of 
bringing about only a particular Cognition , all are not able to produce all ; for 
example, your own ‘ External Object ’ ; winch also proves that there is restric- 
tion m the capacity of things — (1973-1979) 

The following texts urge the defect of ‘ inadmissibility ’ in the Probans 
adduced by the Buddhist, — ‘ because it is not recognised in consciousness *, — 
from the view-point of Swnati, the Digambara (Jama) — 


TEXTS (1980-1983) 

‘ Atoms having two forms, similar (common) and dissimilar (uncom- 
mon),— when the common form is the thing apprehended, 

THEN THE UNCOMMON FORM IS NOT APPREHENDED, SUCH BEING 
THE CASE, WHAT IS IT THAT IS NOT POSSIBLE ?— In FACT, ALL THINGS 
EXIST IN TWO FORMS, THE * UNIVERSAL ’ AND THE ‘ PARTICULAR ’ • 

hence Atoms are declared to have two forms— the common 
and the uncommon Of these, it is the common form that is 

AMENABLE TO SENSB-COGNmON HENCE IT IS ONLY IN REFERENCE 
ZffZ “» » Co-™ OF ONLY »« ~ 

" ’ ™ E AT0MS » *«0»«O» > HELD TO >. 

able to Mystic Perception ’’-Such are the confounded as- 

TXONS OS’ SOME DULL-WITTED PERSONS — (1980-1983) 

COMMENTARY 

— mo .h.,,;,”;,”:"" 1 ”" 117 A ““ — » t-o 

handed by the Senses not the , ^ 'l ^ Oommon folTO that is appre- 
incongruous m there being one 1 C ° n ™° n * ona - In tIus wa Y there is nothing 
and thus it is by Perception n .1 0rm Cogmfclon apprehending all Atoms ; 

’ OonfouiZ , -mdeZ ‘ 6 ^ beC ° me 6Stebhahed 
—(1980-1983) ’ “ SS muoh as lt unphes no one definite form 
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JJ5AT.S (10S4.J0S5) 

“S ,T r ,Z' W ' m T ° S " ™-' r A «** ™ HAS f«0 FORMS . 

' , , ' ”"‘* T W0 ™’ m T "° nm ™' EACH DIFFERING FROM THE 
I,N wirv wlkf, oi Tire same form as one 

ASOTIIVR, Tire DUALITY Or FORMS MOULD BF ANNULLED, 

/Ml ir mould nr. rut. uncommon romt that would 
iir Arpttl.urs ODD HI THE Kie and other 
SENSI -ono ins — fiOS4-J9S >) 


COMMENTARY 

Fra imfnnce, ,f thorn ( ,ro tun forms of n tluog, different from one 
imolhor. (lion tliPro nro two tilings , ns the tuo forms, living different from 
one niioUier. would lio (wo different things,, nnd it would not bo right tosnv 
tlint n single (lung 1ms two forms 

Then ngnm, the two forms, lining not different from tlio Tiling itself, 
would Do identical, 1 mth being like the form of n single things how then 
could If ho n single (lung having (wo forms t 

Further, ns ( fie Particular form of a thing is not entirolv different from 
tlio Unit ormil form, there would lie n possibility of the former being nppre- 
bended !>V the senses , nnd m tlint ense there eould not he the elenr cut dis- 
tinction I lint 'the {’-oimnon form is nmonnhle to Saute cognition nnd the 
Uneoinmon form is nmeunlile to myntic rerputioii ' — flfl84 1*185) 

Further, (ho assertion (lull 'one tiling has two forms’ involves, not 
onH a self-contnidielion. but it nlso implies w lint is more dnmngmg. Hint the 
ono thing 1ms two mutimllv contradictory forms — This is what is shown 
in the following — 


TEXT (1986 — Fust Line) 

How COULD ONE AND THE SAME THING HAVE TWO MUTUALLY 
CONTRADICTORY FORMS (AND CHARACTERS) * — (1986) 

COMMENTARY 

The tw o forms — Common nnd Uncommon — (ire suoh tlint the absence of 
ono implies tho presence of the other and »tcc versa , how then can any single 
thing linvo those two forms t — (1986) 

The following Text sots forth the now of Kumanla 
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TEXTS (1986-1987) 

“ AS IS ACTUALLY FOUND TO BE THE CASE, IT IS NOT IMPOSSIBLE FOR ONE 
AND THE SAME THING TO HAVE CONTRADICTORY CHARACTERS 

That * one thing should have one and only one 

FORM ’ IS NOT A ROYAL EDICT — In FACT EVERY- 
THING HAS TO BE ACCEPTED AS IT IS 
PERCEIVED ” — [SHED VX — 

ShunyavBda, 219] — 

(1986-1987) 

COMMENTARY 

Rumania argue* thus — “ It is not true that mutually contradictory 
forms cannot belong to any one thing , — why ’ — because it is actually found 
to be the case — Further, there is no such Edict of Kings that 1 one flung must 
have only one form ’ ; — in fact., everything should bo accepted to be exactly 
as it is found , as all notions of things are based upon our Cognition of the 
same As a matter of fact, the Cognition that is found to appear m con- 
nection with things is in one form, — as m the form of ‘ Being ’ — and also 
in many forms , hence the nature of each tiling has to be determined on the 
basis of the way m which it is actually cognised ” — (198G-1987) 

The answer to the above is as follows • — 


TEXT (1988) 


This cannot be right, because there is cognition of the non- 

ENTITY ALSO , — E G THAT OF THE YELLOWNESS OF THE CONCH-SHELL 
Of ' DIFFERENCE ’ TOO there is no other charac- 
teristic EXCEPT THE PRESENCE OF CON- 
TRADICTORY PROPERTIES —(1988) 


COMMENTARY. 

, T ’ lt , b ® a " nSSerted ’ tiien no Cognition could be wrong ; and there would 
be an end to all notions of 1 difference \ 

subsequervfchr !lfTf Charaotense 4hftt Cognition as < wrong ’ which is 

tn wW ,» f But 6Ven S0 - when “iea «* ' many ’ « reference 

to what ,s am ,s sublated, how could it be ml-wong I 

by Percentian ^ eXi,t<snee of Atoms cannot be proved either 

external world dr, * f 6Tence ’ con8 equently the proposition denying the 

Nor is the ftBason^da 1 “ VOlve the contradiction of any fact of pel caption. 
*or .s the Reason adduced by us • inadmissible ■ -(1988) 

propounded ^ ml^fo™ ^ ° PPOnent raiS6s 4)16 option that the Reason 
form — Because the Earth and other things are not of 
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»donblf,,i OI1 awm ( .^rd™L^ e ”!r ,h, ‘ S, ,n "''' , ’* non ' eT,3ten y’' 


a Mi li'isaj 

'T.«n t VmM or Atoms w not be proved There wt se 
BOrar ««. Bur how could «m«SJ 

PmW * MUP TRE CfRTAINTV THAT ATOMS 00 \OT 
EX!6T AT AM ! ' — (]&SR) 


COMMENTARY 

Tlio follonmp tote supph the answer to this— 


TEXTS (1990-1992) 

In evert objfct, if the form of tht Atom at the centre,— which is 

IS CONJUNCTION WITH, OR DISTINCT FROM, OS LYING CONTIGUOUSLY 
WITH, THE FRONT PART OF ANOTHER ATOM, — IS REGARDED AS 
ALSO FACING A THIRD ATOM, — THEN, IK THAT CASE, THERE 
WOULD BE NO aggregation IN the FORM OF THE Hitt 
AND OTHER THINGS — IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE 
IDEA IS THAT WHAT IS IN FRONT OF THE 
OTHER ATOM IS ANOTHER FORM OF THE 

first Atom, — then, nr that case, 

HOW COULD SUCH AN ATOM 
BE one t— (1990-1992) 

COMMENTARY 

The argumont may be foimulated ns follows — That which is devoid 
of the Iona of one or many is fit for being regarded as non-existent, — es the 
‘ sky -lotus 1 , — the Atoms postulated by thB other party are devoid of the 
form of one or many , — lienee this is a Reason based upon the nature of 
things 

It cannot be said that the Reason here adduced is * inadmissible ’ , 
because that the Atom is one cannot be admitted , because in the Hill and 
other things winch are aggregates of Atoms, there is diversity of fnemps 
towards various directions 

Tins ‘ diversity of facings in various directions ’ must be present in the 
Atoms also, otherwise it could not be posable m the aggregates of Atoms, 
like the Hill and other things ,— tins is what is set forth m the words—' If 
the assumption t«, etc etc ’ 

Some people hold that m every Object, the Atoms are m close conjunction 
with one another ,— others hold that they remain there separate from each 
other, always, without touching one another others again hold that there is 
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« * *■ ^ztz 

Atom, occupy the same pomt in space, and no aggregation of them Mould be 


The argument may be formulated as follows -Whatever faces the 
Atom of one form must occupy the same pomt m spacers for example, 
the Atom lying u space behind the said Atom, -or the House that atenda 
facmg another Souse, -and all the Atoms surrounding the central Atom 
stand facmg that central Atom which has only one form -hence tins is a 
Reason based on the nature of things As a consequence of this, there could 


bo no aggregation (of Atoms) 

If, on the other hand, the central Atom faces the other Atom m another 
form, then as the diverse facings would be there, the Atom could not be one, 
being just like the Jar and other things 

Bhadanta-SfiXibhagupta has offered the following explanation . In 
the case o£ an entity, as differentiated from the 4 nonexistent 1 and the 
« non-entity \ several Umveraals are assumed, but not m reality ; similarly 
in the case m question, as Atoms exist in several things, they are assumed 
to be many, but not in reality Because there is no distinct Category m the 
Bhape of Space for Direction) as posited by Kandda and others , because if 
this Space were one only, then the diverse notions of ‘ East ’, 1 West ’ and the 
rest, would not be possible It w only the Atoms that lie there one after 
the other which come to be spoken of as ‘ Space * or * Direction ’ ; hence 
when it is said * because there is diversity of facings m Space \ all that is 
meant is that one Atom is surrounded of several Atoms, — and not that the 
Atom has parte *\ 

This is not right Because, if the Atom has no parts, it is like the Mind ; 
and hence there cannot be any such diversity as its 4 upper * or * lower * 
parts , and in that case there could he no 1 surrounding 1 of the one bv the 
many , just as there is none in the case of the Mind and Mind -products 
Thus the 'surrounding’ being, m reality, non-existent, — -how could there 
be any existence (of the Atom) in the middle of surrounding Atoms , — by 
virtue of which diversity due to facings could be assumed t 

If, even m the absence of ‘ upper * and 4 lower * parts, there were sur- 
roundings 1 by other Atoms, — then there could be such b unrounding of Mmd 
and Mental effects also , and in that case, like the Atoms, these latter also 
would subsist in Space If not, then the Atoms also could not subset m 
Space Hence it follows tliat there could bo no aggregation of Atoms , this 
is absolutely certain 

The following might be urged — f In the case of the Present 1 Mind- 
moment’ there is immediate sequence, m time, to the Past and Future 
‘ Mind-moments * f — and yet the Present Moment has no parts like the 
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"“"O’" Al ™r ° f J ’ mic Seconds, JIlnutes and 30 ^ 

manner, m the case of Atoms even «. ’ tho wmiB 

f that moment, those latter are non existent , and there can bo no real 
wquenco to what is non extent All that is possible , s that, because there 
0,1,1 bB ao ro,afl °" of Ca,,so lind Effect between things existing at the same 
moment, therefore through that relation the existence of the Past and Future 
Moments is implied and assumed just as there is assumption of Prior and 
Pester, or Kon-existence In the case of Atoms however, there cannot be 
any such assumption of sequence in space, as in that case, no aggregation 
would be possible 

Then again, it cannot be right to regard tilings as without muse, for if 
they wore ao, they would be always there 

Even the person who admits the ' illusory * character of things, must 
regard all things as with cause And whan they ore v>ah cause, it is not nght 
that the Cause and Effect should exist at the same moment , nor can the 
Canso be non-existent before the Effect, as, in that case, it could not have 
the requisite potency , after the appearance of the Effect, there would be no 
use for the Cause Hence it must be admitted that all Causes exist before 
tho Effect This idea has been thus expressed — ‘ Previous to the Effect 
if the Cause is non-existent, it can have no potency , after the Effect, there 
is no use for it , hence all causes must have existence prior to the Effect , 
hence no Object can exist along with its cognition ’ 

Thus, even when all things are without parts, the existence of some 
sort of sequence in time stands to reason , but how could there be any sequence 
tn space, if there were no parts ? This is the point that is urged. 

If, even in the absence of parts, there were sequence tn space, then there 
could bo suoh sequence in the case of Mind and Mental effects also , os there 
would be no difference between the two oases, as already pointed out above. 

“ There is difference due to corporeality ” 

Not so , as in the absence of parts, there cannot be corporeality also. 

So this explanation means nothing more than the assertion, of the presence 
of parts There is no other point of difference So there is nothing in this 
Thus then, in the ease of all things, it is only sequence m time that has 
some basis in reason ; anything more than that, — m the shape of sequence 
in space, — is not possible except when there are parts Henco it is a per- 
fectly correct statement that— 1 where there re diversity of faemgs m Space, 
the tiling cannot be one ’ —Wo desist from further labouring of this point — 
( 1990 - 1992 ) 


On this subjeot, some people argue ns follows — “ Under the circum- 
stances, Atoms may be regarded as bang minuter points of Space itself , and 
if parts of these would have to be assumed, those parts again would consist 
m the still minuter points of Space , even though this may involve an inSrnte 
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„ . nB0 ,, seem to be justifiable to regard Atoms as 
regress But m no ca e having to regard them ns with 

mere ideal (subjective) on 1 ies, - t t , s ne eessary to postulate 

Is'^otiuiaTe tue“efacmgs towards the East and other directions 
ior can your argument be treated as a BedueUo ad Ahsurdum , because 
* the diversity o£ facings ' is not admitted by us ” 

The answer to tins is given m the following 


TEXTS (1993-1997) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, WHAT WE HAVE BEES CONSIDERING IS THE ATOM 
WHICH HAS BEEN REGARDED BY OTHER PEOPLE AS DEVOID OF DIVISION 
INTO PARTS , AND IT IS NOT IMPROBABLE THAT THIS MAY LEAD TO 
SOMETHING UNDESIRABLE —WHEN THESE PEOPLE ACCEPT THE 
FACT OF THE PARTS- THEMSELVES BEING ATOMS — THEN THIS 
CERTAINLY INVOLVES A DEVIATION FROM THEIR OWN DOCTRINE — 

The argument that has been set forth (by us) is only in the 
form OF A Redvcho ad Absuidum , this is not open to the 

CHARGE OF ‘ INADMISSIBILITY ’ REGARDING ITS SUBSTRATUM — THE 
UNITY OF THE ATOM ALSO BECOMES DISCARDED BY THE CONJUNC- 
TION, ETC THAT THE OTHER PARTY ADMITS — THUS UNDER ALL 

views, the Atom cannot be regarded as being essentially 
one And when it cannot be one, it cannot he many either — 
Thus, for all wise people, the Atom is only capable of forming 

THE OBJECT OF THE DEFINITE IDEA THAT IT IS NON-EXISTENT, — • 
BECAUSE IT HAS THE NATURE OF NEITHER one NOR many , — LIKE 

the Sky-lotus — (1993-1987) 

COMMENTARY 

The roan who postulates the ‘ Atom ’ must bold that it is a certain entity 
with a well-defined form Otherwise if there were an indefinite Infinite 
Regress, the form of the ‘ Atom ’ could not be determined , and m that case 
our Opponent would himself have established the fact that it is something 
‘ indescribable ‘indefinite’, ‘indeterminate’, and thus he would have 
established what is desired by his Opponent For these reasons, that same 
well-defined entity which you would prove to be the ‘ Atom without having 
recourse to an Infinite Regress, — if with regard to that same entity an investi- 
gation is earned on, why should there be an Infinite Regress ? Specially 
so when the Infinite Regress would lead to the subversion of your doctrine 
Bus that w ould not bring about a situation undesirable for your Opponent 
— And as this would be enough to prove what is desired by your Opponent, 
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the argument that wo have put forward is only by way of a Re duetto ad 
Ahsurdum 

Our Reason cannot bo legarded as ‘ uiadnu'Sible ’ Bemuse the othei 
party has accepted the view that Atoms are m conjunction with one another, 
— that there is no intervening space between them, — and that each Atom is 
surrounded by Atoms distinct from one another , if it were not so, how 
could theie bo any Oogmtion of it > Thus though it liaS not been admitted 
mao many « ords that there is ‘ diversity of facings ’ in Atoms, — yet it follcms 
from the acceptance of their being in conjunction and so forth. Unless thbie 
is diversity of * upper ’ and * lower ’ parts, there cannot be any Conjunction, 
etc , — as there is none in the ease of the Mind and Mental Effects , — this has 
been explained before 

It has been argued that — “It is necessary to admit a Cause for the 
Idea of the Atom, and that which is the Cause of that Idea is the Atom ” 

I’he answer to that is that there is already a cause for the illusory idea of 

< Atom ’, — in the shape of the notion of the dust-particles coming m through 
the hole, — this notion resulting from the fruition of the Impressions left 
by the contemplation of wrong teachings It cannot be right to regard the 
Atom itself as the cause of its own Idea , as m that case, the Atom would 
not have a purely subjective existence. If it were not so, then the cause of 
the Idea of the Soul w ould consist of the Soul ltsall, — and not of the ‘Thought- 
phases ’ ( SLand/ias ) In this way, as of the Atom, so of the Soul also, theie 
could be no denial 

Thub it is established that Atoms cannot be one , and as there can no longer 
be any doubt on tins point, our Reason cannot be regarded as ‘ inadmissible 
for proving the fact of Atoms being non-existent —(1993-1997) 


Having thus proved that the 1 External Object ’ is devoid of the nature 
of ‘many’, the Text proceeds to show that it cannot have the nature of 

* oue ’ * — 

TEXT (1D98) 


Because on account op the non-conjunction op the Atom, the 
the Composite as composed of Atoms. (i»»») 


COMMENTARY 

. naoole wh0 admit of the Gross Object, even though not composed 

as one, beoauseof limbs would lead to the shaking of 

then the shaking of the ttud WBh threshed out on several 

the whole body As this q objections to this view 

occasions, the Author lias no pom ;/lfJ nalufc 0 j one and many, 

Thus the Reason— that win f<jl rovmg that there can 

etc etc ’—which has been pu on9 that cannot be regarded 

>» i ■ — — ■■ -• M - d " ,1 ” , 

as 
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external things apprehended should he treated as non-existent And when the 
Earth, etc cannot be ‘ apprehended the fact of the Cognition being the 
‘ apprehend er assumed on the basis of the apprehension of those things, also, 
becomes proved to be inadmissible Thus it bocomcs established that all this 
it more ‘ Idea ’ (lias a purely subjeotivo existence) — (1998) 

Having thus proved that Idea alone exists, on the ground of there being 
no ‘ object ’, the Author now proceeds to prove the same, on the ground of 
the absence of the characters of the ‘ apprehended ’ and the ' apprehender ’ — 


TEXT (1999) 

Either 1 not envisaging! a form or ‘ envisaging a form or 

‘ ENVISAGING SOMETHING ELSE ’’ — THE COGNITION CANNOT ' 
APPREHEND ANY ‘ EXTERNAL THING ’ — (1999) 

COMMENTARY 

Neither as ‘ formless ’, nor as ‘ with form nor ‘ with the form of some- 
thmg other ton the object ’.-can there be any apprehension of the external 
Object ; and there is no other way possible Hence Cognition is always self- 
cogmsant even when there is another ‘Cham’ which is external to it 
Hence it becomes established tot Idea or Cognition alone exists 
■ Some people have regarded the Cognition of one form as apprehend, ng 
(envisaging) a Cogmhon m another form , for example, to Cog^tmn m he 

EH 

— (1 It .s in -new of this view that the Text lias mtroduced the third alternative 

Question Why should not the alternatives just set forth • , 

visagmg a form, etc ’ armlv *i,„ . , f ust set forth — not en- 

self -cognised » ” Bw that tllB Cognition (or Idea) is 

Answer — . 




self-cognisability * - (2000) 
COMMENTARY 



950 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER ttttt 


manifested, — by itself, — by its vary nature,— -just like the Light diffused m 
tlio ulmosplioro — (2000) 

Question — “ Why is tlio Cognition not regarded as the Apprehender (of 
itself) f ” 

Answer . — 


TEXTS (2001-2002) 

There; can be no .self-cognition ’ of the Cognition, in the sense 
that it is the action and also the active agent , because one and 
T lir SAME ENTITY, which is impabtite in form, CANNOT KAYE 
three charactebs Hence the only right view is 

THAT TOE ' SELF -COGNITION ’ OF THE COGNITION IS 
DUE TO ITS BEING OF THE t ERV NATURE OF CON- 
SCIOUSNESS Under the circumstances, 

HOW CAN THERE BE ANY COGNITION OF 
ANY OTHER THING IN THE SHAPE OF 
THE * OBJECT ’ ? — (2001-2002) 

COMMENTARY. 

< Three characters ' — of the Cognised, the Gogmser and the Cognition — 
(2001-2002) 

The following might be urged — “ Just as there is self-cognition of the 
Cognition itself, so would there be cognition of the External Tiling also, 
without there being an apprehender and an apprehended " 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (2003). 

The form of any other thing is not such that upon its cognition, 

SOMETHING ELSE WOULD BECOME COGNISED , BECAUSE, BMW, 

things are different from one ANOTHER —(2003) 
COMMENTARY 

Though it lias been assumed that there is the single form of * JSntatv 
, , , f < non-entity ’ — which is common to all things, ye 

as differentiated from no i , hence there is no ‘ one -ness 

2S :r r C“=nt by the -Mr* -*•» 

. , c tlioush the External Thing be 

JSSSESSKf-— 

mst as tho Cognition itself is * 

Tito answer to tliat is as follows 
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TEXT (2004) 

It is possible for the Cognition to be cognised, because it is 

PRODUCED IN THE FORM OF CONSCIOUSNESS THE OBJECT, ON 
THE OTHER HAND WHEN PRODUCED, IS NOT IN THE 

form of Consciousness how then could 
it be cognised ? ’ — (2004) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus proved the ‘self-cognition’ of Cognitions, the Author 
proceeds to show that there can be no apprehension of the Object by 
Cognition which is formless (and envisages no form) : — 


TEXTS (2005-2006). 

Under the view that • Cognition envisages a form though, in 

REALrnr, THERE IS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO (THE COGNITION 
AND THE FORM ENVISAGED BY IT), YET, ON ACCOUNT OF THE 

Reflection haying the same form as what is Reflected 

THERE AUGHT BE ‘ COGNITION * (OF \>NE BY THE 
OTHER) IN THE INDIRECT SENSE — BUT FOR ONE 
WHO DOES NOT REGARD THE COGNITION AS 

bearing the imprint op the object, 

-THERE CAN BE NO ‘ GOGNITION 5 OF 
THE EXTERNAL OBJECT, EVEN 
IN THE SAID f INDIRECT ’ 

sense —(2005-2006) 


COMMENTARY 

_ Refe&'on ’—i e of the form of the Cognition 
‘ Tadrupum. ’—on account of its having the same form 
Indirect — not pnmarj , secondary 

euinllSr^oTarr" ” ground of 

Fire blithe m,ght J 3e " r S ed — ‘ " The sword strikes the Elephant, the 

the form of the EleZ" t an^h ’ ^ ^ SWOTd and thB Flre are not ° f 

Cognition thounh nor lnflanmiable ,~m the same way the 

that object ’ 8 °* the form ° f «* Object, would apprehend 

This is the view set forth in the following— 
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TEXT (2007). 

_ The following idea may be entertained— “ The Sword and thi. 

Fats, THOUGH NOT OF THE FORM OF THE ELEPHANT .INI) THL 
INFLAMMABLE OBJECT, DO THE CUTTING AND THE BURNING 
OF THOSE OBJECTS , IN THE SAME WAY WOULD THIS (COGNI- 
TION) ALSO DO (THE APPREHENDING OF THE OBJECT, 
WITHOUT ASSUMING ITS FORM) ”• — (2007) 

COMMENTARY 

The genitive ending in ‘ daniidahyadeh ' is m connection with * vlthcda- 
dahddi 

• This ’ — l e. the Cognition. 

The terra ‘ Sdt ' includes such other eases in> tho Lawji illuiramitmg tho 
Slue and other things — (2007) 

The following Text proudes the answer to the aboio • — 


TEXT (2008) 

There is no analogy (between the two cases) , because the things. 

CITED ARE PRODUCTIVE OF THE OTHER OBJECT IN THAT FORM, 

and hence are known as such , while Cognition 
IS NOT PRODUCTIVE IN THE SAME WAY — (2008) 

COMMENTARY 

The Sword is ‘ productive ’ of the Elephant, and is, on that account, Known 
c ihJ • CM *' 1 what happens is that when the Elephant is struck hr the 
“ ST* produced an° Elephant with sundered hmbs , smularlv when 
^ri t touied by Fire, it becomes produced as the Ene-coa , in the 
the Fuel is to 3 external things also become capable of pro 

same manner, the Jar ana otner {he Cognition does not 

duemg cognitions, through Lig , it is the Object that 

confer any benefit upon t » jett ’ wh thus, tho Cognition does 

produces the Cognition m ‘*”'7 ‘tagn.sor' t~ 

not confer any benefit upon t le Jec d t { tho object cannot justif' 

The mere fact of tire Coition being th Product on 1 otlwrelM!> the 

zz “ - - - — - 

Cognition also —(2008) 

BhadantaShubhagupta Object, tho Cognition 

“Even though not assuming of {ho ^prehension of that 

' does apprehend it, because l ■ RS to ho , v lt apprehends it mid 

Object , hence no quesUon should * ^ ^ llWor(wi -' If the Cegu.t.on 

ZZZSSSZ «- - — - 
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that Object, and no question should be raised os to how, and like what, it 
apprehends it 

The answer to tins is as follows — 


TESTS? (2009-2010). 

The fact of the Cognition being of the nature oe the apprehension 
op the Object would be possible, ip the apprehension op the 

COGNISED OBJECT WERE OP THE FORM OP COGNITION OTHER- 
WISE IT SHOULD BE CLEARLY STATED THAT COGNITION IS 
OP THE NATURE OF APPREHENSION , IT HAS NOT BEEN 
POINTED OUT THAT ‘THE APPREHENSION of the 
object is IN THIS FORM’.— (2009-2010) 


COMMENTARY. 

All this would be true if it were proved that Cognition is of the nature 
of the apprehension of something other than itself ; as a matter of fact, this 
has not vet been proved — Because the Cognition does not apprehend the 

Object by its mere existence , if it did so, it would apprehend all things 

Nor does it. apprehend the Object, as its product ; for, if it did, there would 
be apprehension of the Eve and other organa also — Nor is Cognition held to 
be with form, by virtue of which, being similar to the Object, it could not be 
distinguished from it and thus regarded as ‘ cognisant ’ of it —Thus then, 
if the apprehension of the cognised object were of the nature of Cognition’ 
then the Cognition could be said to be of the nature of the apprehension of 
the object Otherwise, how can it be unequivocally stated that" Cognition 
is of the nature of the apprehension of the object ” ’ 

In fact, Cognition being something difierent from the apprehension 
of the object, it must be of the nature of Cognition itself , and hence it becomes 
established that Idea or Cognition alone is what exists 

The following might be urged — « There must be some peculiarity in 
the Cognition, whereby it apprehends the Object only , and what this pecu- 
liarity is cannot be exactly indicated ”, 

The answer to this is given in the words—' It hae not been pointed out , 
™ ImH t0 b ® 8u PP !led Though every specific entity 

soZhou 6 7ZT’ Y<! l bY T 6 f6at ° ! lmagmatl0n Ifc 18 ah ™ys spoken of 
to On In a U e n0t ,0 ’ tll6U n0 P ecu,lant y could be asserted m regard 

is S Br iT 8S ek ° Th8 assertion, that ‘CogZon 

vocally and withtertemte ’ d ° eS '*** anythmg oleari y and 

tlus mZe ^ ‘ f tHe 6X,Sten “ o£ established m 

“• ““i — - 


It might be asked —“If 
apprehension would be there 
Answer — - 


there were no Object to be apprehended, whose 
v ** 
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TEXT (2011) 

TltPRH CAN BE NO SUCH COMPLAINT AS— “ WHOSE APPREHENSION WOULD 

it be ? ” — In tact, .Apprehension is the very nature of the 
Cognition , just as * Satisfaction ’ is of 
Pleasure — (2021) 

COMMENTARY 

It is the nnturo or essence of the Cognition itself that is called ‘appre- 
hension — by reason of its being of the nature of Light , — just as — ‘ Satisfac- 
tion ’ is of Pleasure , when one speaks of * the satisfaction of Pleasure \ the 
more fact of the two being mentioned separately does not make the 
Satisfaction something different from Pleasure — Similarly, though there are 
such expressions as ‘ apprehension of Blue * apprehension of Yellow 
and so forth, — wliero tlie two appear to be different,— yet, it is the verv 
nnturc of tho Cognition that it appears in the form of Blue, etc , and hence 
it is spoken of in the said manner , and the reason for this lies m the fact 
that Cognition is by its nature self-cognisant — (2011) 

Question — “ Whnt is tins ’ Self-eogmtion ’ that is spoken of ? " 

Answer • — 


TEXT (2012) 

It means that for the Cognition of its own form, the Cognition 
does not need any other thing , and yet it is not 

UNCOGNISED , — THIS IS WHAT IS MEANT BY 
‘ SELF-COGNITION ’ — (2012) 

COMMENTARY 

The following Text raises an objection to the statement just made- 
from the view-point of Rumania — 


TEXT (2013) 

■‘While functioning towards the apprehending of the object, 
the Cognition does not touch itself , hence even though 

IT is niUMXNATTVE, IT NEEDS SOMETHING ELSE FOR 
ITS OWN apprehension "—{BKlebtnrttla— 

Sh&nyavada, 184] — (2013) 

COMMENTARY 

, „ <■ Ttinneh Cognition is of the nature of 
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. as it is wholly taken up m the manifesting (appro- 

over another thing, without abandoning the former (2013) 


Anticipating an objection on the basis of the Lamp (which » self- 
illumined), Rumania states ss follows 


TEXT (2014) 

“ Or, THE ILLUMINATIVE CHARACTER OF THE COONITION MAY BE _ 
REGARDED AS CONSISTING IN ITS BEING THE APPREHENSION OF 

the object And as there is no apprehension of itself, 
Cognition cannot be regarded as illuminating it- 
self ”• — {ShhbivSrtiht — Shunynmda , 185] — (2014) 

COMMENTARY 

The question arising— ‘If the Cognition is not illuminative of itself, , 
liow can it be regarded as illuminative of the external object ’ — Rumania 
offers the following answer — 


TEXT (2015) 

“ As IN THE CASE OF THE EYE IT IS FOUND THAT, EVEN THODGH IT IS 
ILLUMINATIVE, YET IT HAS ITS ILLUMINATIVENESS RESTRICTED TO 

Colour, — so it would be in the case in question also ” — 
[Shlokavarttka — Shunyavada, 186] — (2015) 

COMMENTARY, 

In the ease of the Eye and other organs, it is found that their illummative- 
ness is restricted to certain definite tlungs, like Colour and the rest, — even 
though the Eye, etc are not illuminative of themselves ; the same would 
be the case ruth Cognition also — (2015) 


The following might be urged (against Rumania ) . — ‘ How is it that, 
abandoning its own self, which is more intimate to itself, the Cognition illu- 
mines only the external Object ? * 

The answer to this by Rumania is as follows — ■ 
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TEXT (2016). 

“ The XLLOTEtSATn'EKESS OP TEE COGNITION OPERATES TOOK THE 
EXTERN AX OBJECT, AND NOT UPON ITSELF, FOB WANT OP THE " 

necessary potency (CAPACiTr) \8hhUvarltka-~ 
Sfiunyautda, 187]— And the potency of 

THINGS CANNOT BE COMPLAINED 

OP.”— (2016) 

COMMENTARY 

Question — ' Why should the Cognition not have the potency to illu- 
minate itself f ’ 

Answer — 27ie potency of things cannot be complained of' ; as has been 
thus declared— ‘ It is fire alone that bums, not Alaska, — who is to be com- 
plained against for this ? ’ — (2016) 

The answer to the above arguments of Rumania is as follows — 


TEXT (2017) 

It is the ‘ apprehending op the object ’ THAT is called ‘ CoGNmos 
When then, it poems its own essence, how could there 
be any other function over it * — (2017) 


COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (under Text 2013) 

apprehending of the Object, "e “Lei 

, irrelevant Because the hon lts8 ,f which is 

ifferent from the Cognition .,**», ’ (com- 

poken of by such synonyms -nd Aapti' (ideation) 

irehension), 'arihapraltti (objeekveco^ ^ , { orms the very soul of the 

iVhen, then, this ‘ apprehending ; o ^ o{ the • apprehending of 

locution, what other funchom g , , ^ ltse lf,— by virtue of which 

the object ’-could the Cognition ^' P over the apprehending 

itself — (2017) 

j r i (l How 18 ^ tlsflt the 

The following question might ° { Oojn ,<,on,— on account of 

.apprehendmgoitheoh^i^^I- ^ ^ ti|ar ded as synon 5 - 
which ‘Cognition ’and apprenenamg 

m0U8 T he answer to this is as.follows 
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'APPREHENSION’ POEMS THE VERY NATURE OP THE OBJECT Sf WAT 
Apprehension were op the nature oe ‘ Cognition , then it 

BE CORRECT TO REGARD THE ‘ COGNITION ’ AS BEING OF THE 
nature of the ‘ apprehension of the object ’ —But it 
CANNOT BE SO (UNDER YOUR VIEW), AS THAT WOULD 
TKYOIaVE THE ABANDONING OF YOUR DOCTRINE . 

EVEN SO, THOUGH TITE COONITTON W OULP COME 
TO BE OF THE NATURE OF ‘ APPRE- 
HENSION THERE WOULD BE NO 
APPREHENDING of otyecte — 

(2018-2019) 


COMMENTARY 

* Apprehension ’ must be regarded as of the nature — form— of the Object , 
otherwise, how could the Cognition operate over it ’ There can be no opera - 
tion of anything upon what does not exist — e g the ‘ Hares’ Horn Con- 
sequently if the said 1 nature ’ of the Object in the form of Apprehension v. ere 
not-diSerent from Cognition , then alone could it be correct to regard the 
Cognition as being of the nature of the Apprehension oj Objects,— as has been 
declared (by the Opponent) in the sentence— 4 the dlmmnafioeness of the 
Cognition consists in its being of the nature of the Apprehension of Objects ” 
[Text 2014) 

On being pressed hard, the Opponent might admit the non-difference of 
Cognition from the Apprehension of Objects , hence it is added — * But it cannot 
be so under your view ’ , — ‘ it * stands for the idea of the Apprehension being 
non-different from Cognition 

‘ Your opinion \ — viz that “ Cognition is devoid of the apprehension 
of itself ” , — this would be abandoned if the said non-difference were admitted 
That is, if it be admitted that the Cognition is not different from the Appre- 
hension of Objects, it would mean that Cognition is self -cognised 

The following might be urged * — “When we speak of Cognition as 
’illuminative we do not mean that it. is so because it is of the nature of the 
Apprehension of Objects , but on2y that it is of the nature of Apprehension, 
pure and simple ” 

The answer to this is — 1 Even when, etc etc * — 4 Tasya ’ stands for the 
Cognition - — Even though Cognition has now come to be of the nature of 
mere Apprehension, not of the nature of the Apprehension of Objects — * 
e%en so there could be no distinct Apprehension of Objects, — such as ‘this is 
the apprehension of Blue, not of Yellow ’ -(2018-2019) 


Question — “ Why should not there be such apprehension ? 
Answer — 
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TEXT (2020) 

Fon THE OTHER PARTI', < PROXIMITY ’ COULD NOT BE THE BASIS TOR SUCH 
APPREHENSION, — ;AS THERE IS UNDER THE VIEW THAT COSNITION 
HAS A FORM, IN THE SHAPE OF THE 1 REFLECTED 

Image ’ —(2020) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ For Ihr other path/ — orto who holds tho view that Cognition is form- 
less, whose opinion is that “it is tho externa! Object that has form, tho 
Cognition is formless ” — (21)20) 

It has been assorted (under Text 2014) that — “the iUummattvenees of 
Cognition consists in its being of the nature of Apprehension ” 

Tho imsuer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2021) 

If, ry its nature, Cognition is unconscious and as sura, can have 

NO APPREHENSION OF ITSELF, — THEN, THERE WOULD BE NO 
CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE COGNITION , WHICH WOULD 
MEAN THAT THE SAME IS THE CASE WITH THE 
APPREHENSION OF THE OTHER ALSO 
—( 2021 ) 


COMMENTARY 

If Cognition, being unconscious, does not apprehend itself,— then the 
Cognition itself being imperceptible, the apprehension of the Object also 
would have to be regarded as imperceptible— (2021) 


The following might be urged~“K the Cognition is not perceptible, 
whv should the apprehension of the Object also cease to be p p 
Sam" the mipTrceptibbty of Colour does not make Sound also imper- 
ceptible ” 

Tho answer to this is as follows • 


TEXT (2022) 

The of ft. Object is 

there is no perception of the CoGNmox how c 

be PERCEPTION OF THE OTHER < (ivei) 

commentary 

w. aar.r. B-.J 
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If the Cogmlion is uncognised, what other cognition could there he oi 
the apprehension of the object » None whatsoever —(20221 

It might he held that there would he apprehension of it by another 
Cognition 

The answer to tins is as follows — 

TEXTS (2023-2024) 

If the apprehension op the object were apprehended by another 
Cognition,— then it would mean that at the time that toe 
OBJECT IS APPREHENDED, IT IS NOT COGNISED , BECAUSE ITS COGNI- 
TION HAS NOT YET COME ABOUT AND IP THAT IS SO, THEN WHEN 
AGAIN WOULD IT BECOME COGNISED * — Ip IT BE HELD THAT IT 
WOULD BECOME COGNISED WHEN ITS COGNITION BECOMES COGNISED ’, 
—THEN IT WOULD MEAN TEAT TOE OBJECT WHICH IB NOT COGNISED 
AT THE TIME OF ITS OWN APPREHENSION, BECOMES COGNISED ON 
THE APPREHENSION OF SOMETHING ELSE — THIS INDEED WOULD BE 
AN EXTREMELY WISE ASSERTION 1 (2023-2024) 

COMMENTARY 

' Siddlvyasamsiddheh' — on account of its cognition not having come about 
— It cannot he Tight that the thing whose appearance lias not become cognised 
should he regarded as apparent That is to say, even at the time that the 
Object is apprehended, there is no cognition of it , because the apprehension 
consisting of the manifestation of the Object has not yet been cognised ; under 
the circumstances, it behoves you to explain at what time it would become 
cognised 

If it be held that — ‘ it would become cognised, etc etc ’ ; — i e it would 
become cognised at the time of the appearance of the Cognition of its cogni- 
tion, — lie's indeed would be a very clever assertion I How can a thing 
which is not cognised at the time of its own apprehension become cognised 
at the time of the cognition of something else * — (2023-2024) 

It might he, granted that it does become cognised, — only if there were 
no infinite regress ; as it is however, the idea involves an unavoidable infinite 
regress — Tins is what is shown in the following — 

TEXT (2025) 

If THE SAID COGNITION OF THE APPREHENSION IS NOT COGNISED, THEN 
THE PRECEDING ONE REMAINS UNCOGNISED If OF THAT ALSO, 

YET ANOTHER COGNITION WERE POSTULATED, THEN 
THERE WOULD BE AN INFINITE REGRESS. — (2025) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Tasya ’ — stands for the second cognition of the apprehension of the 
Object, 
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' Preceding one ' — i e. the apprehension of the Object 
‘ Remains uncognised ' — i e remains as something of which there has 
been no cognition — (2025) 

Then again; if it is held that the Apprehension is apprehended by another 
Cognition, — then in connection with this latter cognition also, there would 
certainly appear the Remembrance in the form ‘ I have had the Cognition 
of the Cognition ’ , so that for this Cognition also there will have to he pos- 
tulated another apprehension, — as without previous apprehension there 
call bn no Remembrance , under the eiremnstanees, it has to he evplnmrd 
what flint is which, liming notlimg else to do, goes on producing this string 
of Cognitions and Apprehensions — It cannot be the Object that brings about 
this string Because it forms the object of the initial Cognition, itself —Nor 
can it bo the Sense organ and tight , as these could be effective only m 
tho case of Visual Perception —Nor can the said stnng of Cognitions be 
regarded as without cause As, in that case, there would be the possibility 
of its being there at all times 

It might be said that “ it is the first Cognition itself which goes on 
producing Cognitions, one after the other ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TESTS (2026-2028) 

rlr IT WERE AS SUGGESTED], THUS THEBE WOULD BE NO BOOM FOB THE 
COGNITION OF ANY OTHEB OBJECT AND YET SUCH COGNITION IS 

actually found to apteae And if thebe is cognition of 

ANOTHER OBJECT, THE LAST OF THE SERIES OF COGNITIONS COULD 
NOT BE COGNISED BY ANY OTHEB COGNITION , SO THAT THAT WOULD 
BBMAIN UNCOGNISED , AND IF THAT IS NOT COGNISED, ALLTOE ! REST 
OF THE SERIES MUST REMAIN UNCOGNISED, SO THAT » 

WORLD BECOMES BLIND (UNCONSCIOUS) -I* TOR 

TION BE REGARDED AS SELF-COGNISED, THEN THE SAM* 

BE SAID OF THE OTHERS ALSO .-BECAUSE «**««£* 

- OTHERWISE, THEY WOULD NOT BE Copt *0* « ALL, -LIKE TO 
Jar AND SUCH THINGS —(2026-2028) 

COMMENTARY 

In the way suggested, there is n0 P”^ 0 1 ,^ feeing Cognition 
Object (into the fold of ' c taon> Ud would be there m close 

would be the Object of «* fhad such en intimately connected 

proximity to ite e up an y other less intimate Objective 
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of the Cognition, then no one could never apprehend any Cognition at all 
Because there is no point of time when an external Object is not present 
— Remembrance also v ould become rooted out , because there would be no 
Apprehension that could bring about Remembrance —Further, for thenppoar- 
ance of the conceptions of ‘ Past ’ and the rest, winch appear when the Object 
concerned is not there, — there would be no cause , so that the series of 
conceptions would continue there as long as the world lasts , and no one 
would have any anxiety for anything at atl 

Granting the presence of other objects, — even though it is not possible, 
— even so, it behoves you to explain by what the other (second) Cognition 
is cognised 


It might be said that — “ that same succeeding Cognition, while appre- 
hending another Object, would apprehend both, tins Object as well as the 
preceding Cognition ” 

But this cannot be nght Because, when after the Cognition of Sound, 
there follows the Cognition of Colour,— the Cognition of Sound would figure in 
the later Cognition of Colour, and hence there should be Cognition of Sound 
also which would be figuring in its on n Cognition —Even for one who regards 
Cognition as formless, unless there is apprehension of Sound, there can be 
no apprehension of what apprehends the Sound , e g unless there is appre- 
hension of the shcl, there can be no apprehension of the Holder of the Stick 
Thus Sound also would figure in the Visual Cognition of Colour Similarly 
on the said principle, in the Cognition of Cogitation also m regard to such 
objects as the letter ‘A’ and the like, -there would always be two verbal 
expressions one after the other For instance when after the Cogitation 
ovw the lette *1 • one Cogitates over the letter l A ’.-then, the Cogitation 
of the letter A should apprehend the apprehender of the letter ‘ I > B l so 
consequently the verbal expression relating to the letter >1’ as figuring in 
its own Cognition, should appear in the Cognition of the letter ‘ A ’ 

, ^ U under thls Vlew > everything would appear in Consciousness 

also bT be0a " Se 14 muSt so a PP BSr at the t™® of its own Cognition 
U as a matter of fact, there is no such double appearance of Objects 

V* * he f ** Jsons ’ Ifc 18 not T ‘8 ht to say that the succeeding Cognition 
pprehends both (the preceding Cognition and also the Object) 

handed 2T ** Wg f~“ The 0116 Cognition might remain unappre- 
lended and unremembered ; where would be the harm » ” PP 

slujeZr t thlS Jf them " C ° gmtl0n “father Object, etc etc ’ 

over he cognised afall IT! r “ > oo that no Object would 
Tf , * ^ Uc ^ 1 means that the entire world becomes blind 

& 
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Tint- argument may be formulated as follows —Every Cognition, for 

its own Cognition, doos not depend upon the operation of anything else, 

becmwe it is Cognition , — like the final Cognition of the senes,— the Cognition 
unde! dispute is u Cognition , hence tins is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things. 

If it were not so, then wlint is itself not cognised would be unconscious, 
likh the Jar and other things , and lienee it would lose the character of 
1 Cognition ’ Tins is an argument annulling a conclusion to the contrary — 
(2020-2Q2S) 


It has been argued above — undor Text 2015, that — “ Even though it be 
i/liimipntivc Die jlluminativoness w oitld be restricted ” — The answer to this 
is ns follows — 


TEXT (2029) 


Inn Eye is regarded as ‘ illuminative ’ of Colour, because it 

BRINGS ABOUT THE COGNITION OF COLOUR, — NOT BECAUSE IT 

is its Apprehension , what similarity then can 
the Eye have to Cognition *—(2029) 


COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, the Eye is spoken of as * illuminative ' of Colour, 
because it brings about the Cognition of Colour —As regards Cognition, it 
does not do anything to the Colour, as wl.at it does bring about is entire!! 
Cotourless (formless), and what does not do anything to a certain Object 
cannot be regarded as ‘ illuminative ’ of it , otherwise there would be incon- 
gruities 

‘ Tat ’—Therefore 
• Upamd ' — ‘Similarity — (2029) 

Tho following texts proceed to address certain arguments to the plulo 
sonher who holds Cognition to be/ormf«ss.-for the purpose of proving that 
there is non-ddfeience between the Blue and other tan and the Cogrn i 

of these forms — 

TEXTS (2030-2031) 

When there is Cognition of a certain thing, and also 

Or WH CH THAT ALONE IS THE COGNITION, -THIS THING IS nol-lhff ten, 

Ol WHICH 1UA1 » DIFFER from that 

pbom that cognition or ® the Second 

For example, the Cognition of the Blue, ob t 
MOON ,-AND THIS IS THE COGNITION OF H* 

IT apprehends the Blue form— (2030-2031) 

COMMENTARY 

tbat T— 

nol-diffcicut hum tin. fomur 
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Or, the ‘non-difference’ may be stated conversely-the 


former is non- 


Htffarent from the latter 

Wiat l meant is as follows -When a certain Object has no Cogmtaon 
other than a certain Cognition, that Object is non-d.fferent from that 
Cognition , — e g the Cognition o! the Blue from ttself,-or the Second Moon, 
M figures m the Cogmt.on of the man with defect™ eye-sijM .-®» 
Cognition m question is the Cogmt.on of the Cognition of the Blue, this 
reiterates the presence of the Probans, the ‘ Subject’ or ’Minor Term’ — 
of the Blue Form and its Cog.ution , and the non-difference of these two 
„ the Probandum The said ‘constancy of then- being found together 
is the Probans This is the meaning of the Probans that appears in the text 
of the Great Teacher winch says-’ There must be non-difference between the 
Blue and its Cognition, bemuse they are always found together ' 

Bhadanta-SInMagupta however has argued as follows “ This Prebans 
is, ‘ contradictory ’ , because in common parlance, the term * together is 
never used except with another thing, hence the Reason that ‘they 
are cognised togelkei ’ is conh adietory ’ 

This is not right , that Probans is * contradictory ’ which resides only 
where the Probandum is known to be absent , the P>-obans in question does 
not reside only where the Probandam is known to be absent , as it- resides also 
where the Probandum is known to be present For instance, ambng people, 
there is the idea that the ‘ two moons ’ {seen by the man with defective 
vision) are perceived together , and yet there is no real difference betw een them , 
and people are found to use the term ‘ together ’ in such assertions as ‘ two 


moons are seen together’ Similarly in the case in question, the term ‘ to- 
gether ’ has been used on the basis of a difference assumed on the basis of the 
idea that the form (Blue) appearing as ‘external * is the ' second ’, the * other ’, 
—though it is really non-diffeiant from the Cognition In fact, all verbal 
usage is not m exact accordance with the real state of things , whereby tho 
mere use of the teim * together ’ would make the Inferential Indicative, 
which is really concomitant with a certain thing, something different 

The same Bhadanta-Shubhagupta says again — “ If the term ‘ together ’ 
means one, then the Reason is 1 inadmissible ’ , because the Blue and other 
things are net apprehended as one, in suoh shows as those of dancers, wrestlers, 
etc — Nor are the Blue and the Cognition of Blue both apprehended by one 
(person) , because even when the Blue is apprehended, the' Cognitions of the 
same Blue, appearing in other ’ sense ’ or ‘ chains ’, are not apprehended. 
When again, the existence of all living beings and all ‘ Cognition-moments, ’ 
are apprehended by the Omniscient Being, — how can it be admitted that 
there is apprehension by one only ? — Then again, it is only when the appre- 
hension of ‘ others ’ is negatived, that there can be certainty regarding the 
apprehension of one , — but the negation of the apprehension of others is not 
possible , because of what is diverse m nature, both affirmation and denial 
cannot be possible — If the term ‘ together ’ is meant to convey the idea of 
bang present at the same time, then the Reason becomes ‘ Inconclusive ’, in 
viow of the Cognition cognised by the Buddha, and also of the Mind and 
Mind-effects. For instance, the Cognition m other 1 chains ’ winch are 
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cognised by the Blessed Lord Buddha,— that Cognition and Buddha’s Cogni- 
tion of that Cognition are found to appear together , — 1 e at the same time, 
— and yet they are different Similarly m the case of Mind and Mental Effects, 
oven though they are apprehended ‘ together yet they are not one and the 
Same. Thus the Reason is ‘ Inconclusive ’ ” 

All tins is not nght. What is meant is, not 1 apprehension by one 
nor ‘ apprehension of one ’ , — what is meant is that there is a single — not 
separate — apprehension of the Cognition and the Cognised, that is, the 
apprehension of the Cognised is the same as the apprehension of the Cognition, 
and the apprehension of the Cognition is the same as the apprehension of the 
Cognised In the case of such shows as those of the Dancer, the Wrestler 
and the like, there is no Cognition of the Cogiution which does not apprehend 
the Cognised also ; — nor is there any Cognition of the Cognised «luch does not 
apprehend the Cognition also How then can the Reason be regarded as 
* inadmissible ’ ?— -Nor can the Reason be regarded as ‘ of doubtful admissi- 
bility ’ , because the self-cognition of the Cognition is the Cognition of the 
Object also , as has been admitted a'so by our opponent, the upholder of the 
Reality of the External World —This also serves to refute the ' inadmissibi- 
lity ’ urged on the basis of the alternatives— whether what is meant is 
‘ the apprehension of one’, etc etc— Then again, it is not a fact that the 
‘Cognition -moments’ figuring in another ‘chain’ are cognised by the 
Buddha Because the Blessed Lord, who is free from all obscuring influences, 
is entirely free from defects aa those of the * apprehender ’ and the appro 
headed ’ This lias been thus declared—' For Him, there is no Apprehends, 
nor Apprehension, nor Apprehensibility by other Cogmt.ons , it is pure 
Vold - Lab regards the declaration of * bemg untrammelled (made m 'ogard 
to Buddha’s Cognition), that is only in view of Bus being the Lord of ol 
things as has been declared m the following words- Ho is held to bo 
omtnsctent, because His knowledge serves the purpose of ml and ^ ful y 
eotuiwed with the Faculties resulting from previous meditations, as 
gomg^to^ be described later on’ Hence the Reason <— he regarded as 

•maAmeabte’ Dharma Urti, in setting forth the 

Says the Opponent S , t ltere IS appearance of 

Purmpalsa (the Opponents view), j ’ j at JS apprehended 

the Object as the cause of , Md ^ ho lmh 

first, and the apprehension f ^ , s t „ m Uaneay, not mmcmt* , 

shown that what the term tog asW rtion of the Opponent 

„ oriv —a—* “ 


indicating actual omaw » u— - i , ^ 

should not be meoncomitant wit a3 , Incon clusn e ’, m view of the 

Nor again can the Eea ®°“ 6 8 m that caso there is no hmda- 

Cognition cogmsed by the * b one oB the Buddhas cognise 

tion of the Cogiution bemg one, because J ^ pls0 , there is 

the Cognition For tint same mason, 
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consideration regarding the wrongness o£ Cognitions ; because each Cognition 
is cognised by itself 

Or, there may be Cognition of the Cognition of others by the Buddha , 
even so, the Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive 1 , because there is always differentia- 
tion Even when there is diversity in the apprehension of two things, there is 
always differentiation , in the case of Cognitions however, when appealing 
m the same • Cham’, there is no diversity in their specific Individualities 
Hence what is meant is that there is apprehension of the Cognition only 
when there is apprehension of the Object The apprehension of the 
Cognition of the Blessed Lord however is not always the same as the appre- 
hension of the Cognitions occurring in other ‘ Chains ■ there is another 

Cognition also , because the separateness (difference) of His own Cognition 
is also distinctly apprehended For this same reason, the Reason does 
not become wrong, m view of Colour and Light , because Light is perceived 
also alone by itself , and Colour also is perceived by certain animals (e g 
Cats), even when, there is no Light — Thus then, the Reason, not being pre- 
sent where the Probandum is known to be absent, cannot be regarded as 
Inconclusive ’ — (2030-2031) 


The following might be urged . — “ Even though the presence of your 
Probans where the Probandum is known to be absent is not known with 
certainty, — yet it is suspected all the same , and even so the Probans becomes 
1 Inconclusive 1 , as its exclusion from the contrary of the Probandum is 
doubtful Because, inasmuch as the relation of ‘ Subject ’ and ‘ Object ’ 
(between the Cognition and the Cognised) is definite, the fact of their ‘ bemg 
apprehended together ’ (Concomitance) is open to an explanation other 
than their non-difference , because the Cognition is always of the nature 
of the apprehender, as it has the character of apprehending things , and the 
Object is always the apprehended , and the fact of these two bemg always 
together is due to their being dependent upon the same set of circumstances — 
In the case of the Eye and other sense-organs, it is found that, even though 
they are equally produced together, — they cannot be the cognised object, 
simply because they do not have that character Because, as a matter of fact 
what the causal circumstances bring about is the Cognition only m the form 
of the apprehension of the Blue and other objects , — not m that of the appre- 
hension of such objects as the Eye, etc , the. Blue, etc also are produced m 
the form m which they are apprehended by that Cognition ; not so the Eye, 
etc AU this has been declared as follows — ‘There is no apprehender 
other than Cognition, nor without the visible and other objects , it is on this 
ground that the fact of the Blue Object and its Cognition being apprehended 
together rests, not upon their non-difference ,— the antecedent circumstances 
would bring about the Cognition of the object-moment, in the same way as 
Light does that of Colour , and in this way they would be apprehended 
together ” 

The answer to this is as follows 

15 
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TEXT (2032). 

The ‘ nature of Cognition ’ not being the ‘ natdbe of the other 
thing’ (according to the other party],— how coded 

THERE BE APPREHENSION OP THE Blue form, WHEN 

there is apprehension op the Cognition of the 

Blue ,, — IF THERE IS NO NON- DIFFERENCE 

between these two ? — (2032) 


COMMENTARY 

When one thing diffeis from another, there can be no eei iamti of their 
being apprehended together, except through a constant relational!!)) , as 
otherwise, there would be incongruities In the ease m question, there is 
no Relationship in the cognition of the different thing For instance, if 
there were such Relationship, it could either consist (a) in bang of 
the. same nature or (6) in one being the product of the other, —fa) m the case 
in question the Opposite party does not admit the sameness of the two factors 
concerned , and m fact, that is exactly what is going to be proved here ,— 
(6) nor could the fact of being apprehended together be due to one being 
the product of the other , because there can be no relationship of Cause 
and Effect between tilings that come into existence at the same time, and 
also because m that ease, there should be apprehension of the Eye and the 
other organs also (which are the cause of Cognition ) 

Nor can their relation of ‘ Object and Subject ’ be based upon mere 

simultaneity due to the antecedent circumstances Because, in that case, e 

relationship of ‘Object andSubject' would have to be “ 

beta ecn the Mind and Mental Effects on the one hand and the E ® and " 
Sense-organs on the other —It cannot be said m answer to this that- u 
the Antecedent circumstances bring about is the relationship of objevand 

«*- - ragui ;t d « 

because, in reality, it cannot be admitted 

T^^TS^Z°S P IT the has, of the — o/ sub, erf 

and abject, that is being considered n0TV 0 an be no other constant 

Apart from sameness and being ?/"«" could , e based And 
relationship, on which the .Mahon o/ o ^ oase m question) no such 

we have just arrived at the cone sameness and bang 

relation of subgeo t and ob^ can ^tesethcrecan be no ‘ joint appre- 
produced. Consequently, a P a ^ * ded as bsmng lts exdu 

A aB eond ~ P- — “ " “ “ " “• 

belonging to Cognition . 
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TEXT (2033) 

All this Cognition does not envisage other things , there is 
Cognition or the Blue , — line the Cognition of the 
Cognition itself — (2033) 

COMMENTARY 

Whatever is Cognition does not envisage anything othei than the 
Cognition itself, — the Cognition of the Blue and other forms is Cognition , — 
hence there is apprehension of something embraced by its contrary , inasmuch 
as the ' Cognition ’ is embraced within the character of not envisaging any 
other thing, which is contrary to the character of envisaging some other thing — 
(2033) 

The following Texts proceed to establish the Premiss just set forth — 


TEXTS (2034-2035). 

Primarily, the Cognition does not apprehend an object at all, 

AS IT RESTS WITHIN ITS OWN SELF , ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS 
ABSENCE OF THE IMPRINT OF THE OBJECTIVE FORM , NOR CAN IT 
BF. SAID TO DO SO SECONDARILY (FIGURATIVELY) — THIS 

Reasoning is addressed to those who regard 
Cognition as imprinted with the forms of 

THINGS, ITSELF BEING LIKE PURE ROCK- 
CRYSTAL — (2034-2035) 


COMMENTARY. 

In reality , all things are inactive , hence there can be no apprehension of 
one thing by another , — what happens is only that Cognition, being of the 
nature of Light, appears in a certain form, and is said to be the ‘ apprehender ’ 
of itself Primarily,- m the direct primary sense,— the Cognition cannot 
be the apprehender of the Object, because all things rest withm their own 
self , and the ‘ self ’ of one thing cannot be the ‘ self ’ of another 

The following might be urged Primarily the Cognition of the Object 
is not held to be of the same land as the self-cogmtion of the Cognition . 
the apprehensibility of the Object consists only m its producing a Cognition 
bean the impnnt of that Object Thus, if it is • apprehensibility Zn the 

mentr/theTZ “ adduoed a s the Reason (in the above Buddhistic argu- 
. ’ , 1 1 ‘ S madtT ussible ’. If on the other hand the ‘ apprehensibility ’ 

meant is based upon the similarity of the idea being regarded as ‘ appre- 
hension in some sort of a way,-then such a Reason camot prove whft is 

Z-e H,e US6 the SmUlarity 0f the •*>’ and ‘ gLyZ 

presence of Homs m the Gaiaya — If both lands of Reason put 
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f reward are with reference to the Blue and other forms that figure m 
the Cognition, — and m favour of the idea of the form belongmg to the 
Cognition, — then the whole argument is superfluous — proving what is alreadv 
admitted This lias been thus described — ‘Under the new of the form 
belonging to Cognitions, what is cognised is the imprint of that form , and if 
w hat is meant to be prov ed is the non-difference of this with the Cognition, 
then the Reason would be open to the charge of proving what is alreadj 
admitted ’ ’ 

It is tn anticipation of — and in answer to — all this objection emanating 
fiom Bhadanta-Shubhagupic r, that the Author has added the words — ‘ There 
is absence of the tmprml, etc etc’ — In the compound * arthdlaroparaga' , 
• arthalara ' qualifies 1 uparSya the meaning being — ' the impnnt of (m 
the shapo of) the form of the object ’ 

‘ Idam ’ — both the aforesaid arguments m question have been put 
forward against the person who regards Cognition as formless Hence the\ 
are not 1 futile ’ — proving what is alreadj- admitted 

Nor can there be an apprehension of something else (other than the 
Cognition) m the secondary (figurative) sense either , as there is no basis for 
such figurative expression — (2034-2035) 


It lias thus been proved that there can be no apprehension of Objects bj 
a Cognition that does not bear any imprint (objective) The other view— 
that there can be none even by the Cognition that does bear such an impnnt, 
—is now taken up and expounded — 


TEXT (3036) 

[Says the other party}-" The Cognition endowed with similarity 
of form may be the apprehender of the External Object ’ - 
That also being impossible, it cannot have the positiox 
of the Apprehender —(2036) 


COMMENTARY 


There can be no real form m the ^ 
^“ntS^thl Object .Vsuch form is present m wrong 
Cognition also — (2036) 


Why aw— — A” ’ 

Answer ■ — 
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TEXTS (2037-2038) 

As the form would be not-different from the Cognition, there 

COULD NOT BE A MULTIPLICITY (VARIETY) OF FORMS , — CONSEQUENTLY 
ON THE BASIS OF THAT THERE CAN BE NO APPREHENSION — 

Or, the Cognition, being not-different from the 

FORMS, SHOULD BE MANY (MULTIPLE) If NOT, THEN 
HOW CAN THESE TWO BE REGARDED AS ONE 
AND THE SAME ? — (2037-2038) 

COMMENTARY 


When one sees a bedspread of vanegated colour, there should not- be 
a multiplicity of forms (colours),— because, hke the form of the Cognition 
itself, they are all not-different from the Cognition, which is one only — 
Similarly, as the Cognition is not-different from the forms, it should be more 
than one 


There are some people who argue thus — “ In the case of the Bedspread 
of vanegated colours, what happens is that there do appear simultaneously 
several homogeneous Cognitions, as many m number as there are forms 
(colours) , as there is in the case of the Cognition of several diverse sounds 
Hence the Jlednclw ad Abtnirdum that has been urged is futile ” 

For these people, just as, in the case of the Bedspread of vanegated 
Colour, there are several forms that are cognised,— so m the case of the white 
sheet also which has only one form (colour),— as there are several forms m 
the shape of the nearer, remoter and middle parts of the sheet,— the Cogm- 
tion would have to be multiple 

It might he said — “ Yes , that is certainly our view ” 

Bell, then, it behoves you to explain which is the Cognition that is 


‘It is the Cognition that apprehends the Atom which has no parts.” 
atomic * n ° ° 0S “ tlOn - the 

due tolrlT e f ° f “ CMpor ° al th “S^ there can be no pnonty or postenonty 
ass^rr^tatt JU -" 1Qn ° £ “ would be seme ground for 
false how can the, f V ° ogIutlons Ths lde a of extension m space being 
Cognition of Blue efc^rt fro^+L ^ th<!re “ n0 0ogDltlon o£ the 
extension m space Hence tluTn ^ appea , rance of the Blue ’ etc that h ave 
entirely futile —(2037-2038) assumm 6 of a multipbcity of Cognitions is 


Another defect m the Opponent’s view is pointed out in the following— 
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TEXT (2039) 

If the Cognition were entirely like the Object,— then it would 
have the character op Non-Cogmtton (Ignorance), etc 
If there is only partial likeness, then every 

COGNITTON SHOULD APPREHEND EVERY 

Object — (2039) 

COMMENTARY 

' Character of Non-cognition ’ — i e being of the nature of the unconscious 
' Etcetera *■ — is meant to include negation of attachment, negation of hatred 
and so forth — (2039) 

The following Text proceeds to deal with the third alternative view 
(suggested m Text 1999)— that “Cognition envisages something else ” — 


TEXT (2040) 

How can the Cognition envisaging (having the form of) one Object 
apprehend another Object * If it did so, everything 

WOULD BE APPREHENDED BY EVERY COGNITION ) 

AND THERE WOULD BE NO BASIS FOR 
RESTRICTION — (2040) 


COMMENTARY 

It might he urged that--" when a Cognition is produced by a certain 
Object, it apprehends only that Object, and thus every Object could not he 

-sssxss:— ’ ■ “ ”• 

even the Eye, etc would become ‘ apprehended -(2040) 


The following Test presents Zhadanta-ShMagupta’s answer to the 


above 


TEXT (2041) 


• j« » o—. 

PORMS WBfflJ Atl things ’’ (2041) 


COMMENTARY 

, „ follows “ According to ion, 

Shadanta Shubhagupta lias , f ro m such assertions n« 

Sis-.——- ■ 
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— and yet it apprehends forms ; in the same manner it would apprehend the 
external thing also ” — (2041) 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2042-2044). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE FORM OF THE MlND AND MENTAL EFFECTS IS 
nol-amimon (specific) , hence there can be no apprehension 

OF OTHER FORMS IN THE REAL (PRIMARY) SENSE OF THE TERM , 
THEREFORE THE NAME ' APPREHENSION ’ COULD BE APPLICABLE TO 
THE APPREHENSION OF OBJECTS ONLY IN THE SECONDARY (FIGURA- 
TIVE) SENSE, ON THE BASIS OF SUCH CONDITIONS AS ‘ BEING DEPEN- 
DENT UPON THE SAME CAUSAL CIRCUMSTANCES ‘ THE RELATION 

of Cause and Effect ’ and so forth An entity however 

WHICH HAS NO FORM, CANNOT BE ‘ DEPENDENT UPON THE SAME 
FORM ’ NOR COULD THE OTHER CONDITION BE FULFILLED. HENCE 
OF SUCH AN ENTITY, THEBE CAN BE NO ‘ APPREHENSION ’ EVEN IN 
THE FIGURATIVE SENSF ” — (2042-2044) 


COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, of what is non-objective, there can be no ‘ Appre- 
hension ’ m the primary sense of tins term Because of the Mind and Mental 
Effects, the onlv form or nature that figures m ‘ Happiness, etc ’ and which 
is spoken of as ‘ I ’, is specific— not-common— and is of the nature of Light , 
and it is this figuring that constitutes their * apprehension ’ in the primary 
sense Hence of ‘ non-objective ’ things other than Cognition,—- which 
are not of the nature of Cogmtmn,— there can be no such * apprehension ’ 
m the pnmarv sense, simply because they are non-otyedwe —Nor can 
he same be there m the secondary sense, because there is no basis for 

i r !! 8 : ” 4 ” BeCaUSS the 0Dl >’ P° S8lbIe g™™ds for secondary 
ofcLTand^ ^ UP ° n ** S “ me CaWSal C!rc «matoncea, the relation 

xlere c T "° n : ° £ th6S6 IS P0S8lWe » thB ““ 
of the name ‘ Apprehens.c ^ -Xt l "T* *" ^ 6 ^ atlve vse 

that throueh V, What happens therefore, in such cases, is only 

a non-obieetii e form 1 a Wron 3 Cognition comes about indicating 

nitio^A^J™ 811 ^ “* f0rm th6 <° f *• Cog" 


the figiuatu^use oUhe ' T1 f fc f 1 ” 6 COgmtlorL wouid be th e basis of 

£ ~:t: ABpreh ~ ° { th6 — a5 *«“ " 
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TEXTS (2045-2046) 

°K, imr BE THAT THE COGNITION IS SPOKEN OP AS ‘ APPREHENDENP 
the nwi-ofoectiv? a ^erehen dc\ c 

REALrn Tl .-THROUGH MISTAKE, BECAUSE IX 

IT DOES NOT APPREHEND IT AT ALL FOR ME 

™ ^ IT HAS NO OBJECT Ip" 

ALSO SPEAK THEOUGH ILLUSION OP THE CoGKI- 
TION APPREHENDING SUCH A THING,— THEN 
IT BECOMES CLEARLY NON-OBJECTIVE 
— (2043-2046) 


COMMENTARY 

form Tal >_1 6 the 008,1141011 that 16 s P° ken of as casing the non-object e 

In reality, there is no non-object, ve form at all which could be appre- 
hended, because if it were admitted to be apprehensible in the positne 
form, then it would have to be regarded as objective —{2046.2046) 


The same writer {Bhadanta-Shubhagupta) says again — " With reference 
to the Buddha’s Cognition also, the same questions anse — Is it mil* form 
or formless 1 Is it produced at the same tune or at different tunes * That 
is to say, just as the point is discussed that the Cognition with form cannot 
apprehend the Object,— why is not a similar point raised in regard to the 
apprehension of the Object of the Blessed Lord’s Cognition » ” 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (2047) 

Whether mth form or formless, it does not apprehend anything 

ELSE , HENCE IN REGARD TO THE BuDDHa’S COGNITION, THE 
QUESTIONS DO NOT ARISE —(2047) 

COMMENTARY 

The Cognition of the Blessed Lord is not regarded as the apprehender of 
the Object , hence the question is not raised in regard to that As a matter 
o! fact, in His case, all obscuration having disappeared,— that there should 
be no question regarding the Apprehender and Apprehended, is exactly what 
is right — (2047) 

Says the Opponent — “ Even though the External Object dees not exist, 
which could be apprehended,— yet another Cognition is there, m another 
* Chain ’ , why cannot this be apprehended by the Cognition of the Blessed 
Lord ! ” 

The answer to this is as follows * 
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TEXT (2048) 

T S HE HAD THE COGNITION OR THE LOVE AND HaTE, ETC ^ OTHER 
VERSONS -THIS COULD ARISE ONLY FROM SIMILARITY TO SUC 
HOVE ,Z > AND THIS WOULD IMPLY THE PRESENCE OR 
■ OBSCURATION UNDER THE VIEW OF THE 
« Apprehensionist ’ — (2048) 

COMMENTARY 

If there is apprehension of the Love, etc oceumng m other * OhamsV- 
that could he due only to similarity, not othenv.se , as if it were - 

there would be uicougnut.es -As regards tins S.mdar.ty (betweenthe Lord a 
Cognition and the Love, etc in another person), if it is similarity on all 
points, then the Lord’s Cognition should be tainted with the same Love, etc; 
and m that case, the Afflictions and Obscurations would not have ceased m 
Him , and there eould bo possibility of Obscuration 

' Aitpalambhika-darshane ’—under the view— opinion— of those who 
proceed on the basis of Cognitions alone,— i e the Apprehensiomsts, the 
Idealists— Or it may he interpreted as 'under the Apprehensiomat or 
Idealistic, view of the Lord * 

If, on the other hand, the said similarity is only partial, — even, so, as the 
two forms would not hove ceased, the obscuration of the apprehended object 
would be there , as it would be tainted with the form of what is apprehended 
Because a duality of form in any single object cannot be real , so that the 
said Cognition would have to be regarded as t orotiQ, mistaken ; and thus, as 
the seed of wrong-cogmtion, in the shape of Defect, would not have entire}}' 
ceased, the Blessed Lord would come to he one whose obscuration haR not- 
eeasod entirely — (2048) 

Question — “If the Blessed Lord does not apprehend anything, how 
can He be omniscient ’ ” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (2049-2050) 

The Great Saoe is like the Kalpa-lree, unshaken by the winds 
of Desires , and yet He brings about the welfare of men 
Even though He has no cognitions, all men regard the 
Blessed J rna (Buddha) to be omniscient , because by 
reason of the absence of Limitations,. He knows 
all things, without exception, — as is clear 
PROM WHAT He does (for the welfare of 
People) -(2049-2050) 

COMMENTARY 
Adarskanam ’ — He who has no cognition 

By the force of his previous Meditations , the Lord has no limitations 
He is like the Kdlpa-lree, bringing about the welfare of the entire Universe 
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that is why people regard Him as * Omniscient,’ — not becausoHo has cogni- 
tions , m fact, no other character can be attributed to Him. — (204*^-2000) 


Having thus stated the arguments negativing the External World, the 
Author next refutes the argument adduced by the other part) in support of 
the External World 


TEXT (2051) 

Ip the Cognition is not of the ' White ’ and other forms, — thfv, 

HOW CAN IT BE THE APPREHENSION OF THE OBJECT ’ If IT IS 
OF THE FORM OF ‘ WjUTF ’, ETC , THEN WHAT IS THE 
EVIDENCE FOR THE EXTERNAL OBJECT ’—(2051) 


COMMENTARY 

The external object could be proved either by Perception or b) Inference , 
any other Means of Knowledge, if any, is included under these two 

It cannot be proved by Perception Because, is the rorcophonnl 
Cognition, which apprehends the Object, imth form 7 Or without form 1 It 
cannot be formless , as m that case there would bo no basis for the neccssnri 
contacts (without which there con be no Perception) -Thus then, </ the 
Cognition were not of the White and other forms, -how could it be the apprehension 
of the Object t It can never be so, as already explained beforo— If, on the 
tZ S U» Cognition oppt.taH.og .!» <*- » - ' 

by w-coai 

» b * Lm£”t IU. 

conformity with the real state of tlungs.-must Ixi ^ ^ 

Object of that same form,-hko «ie appro w n , ipcn n,!g in 

Cognition’ m question envisagi g „ oomnatiblo vitli tlm rial state " 

^Sar mTcXce witb the real state of the thing 

C ° n Th,s d .s the argument presented m the following- 



‘ EXTERNAL WORLD 


ircr. 


TEXT (2052) 

“ The fact of the appearance of the Blue and other forms being 

PRODUCED BY SOMETHING OF THE SAME KIND IS SOUGHT TO BE 
PROVED BY ITS BEING THE FORM OF THE COGNITION 
WHICH IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE REALITY, — 

like the Consciousness ” — (2052) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Sammditvena , — The Instrumental ending indicates the characteristic 
feature of the Cogiutton , the sense being — -that form of the cognition which is 
in conformity with reality, — by that is proved the fact of the form of the 
Cognition being produced by some other thing of the same kind , — like 
Consciousness , 1 e like the form of the Apprehender — (2052) 

The following testa point out the defects in this argument . — 


TEXTS (2053-2054). 

(a) If by ‘being in conformity with reality it is meant, either 

that IT PRESENTS THE EXTERNAL OBJECT, OR THAT IT HAS THE 
CAPACITY FOR PRESENTING IT,— THEN THIS CANNOT BE ' ADMIS- 
SIBLE ’ BY THE MAN WHO DENIES THE EXTERNAL OBJECT — 

(b) If, on the other hand, ‘ being in conformity 

WITH REALITY ’ CONSISTS IN BEING THE CAUSE OF 

a Cognition envisaging effective action, 

—THEN, THIS IS POSSIBLE ALSO WHEN 

the Cognition is without an ex- 
ternal OBJECTIVE BASIS 

(2053-2054) 


the capacity of representing it -then fJrt 0bjeCt ’ or that ^ 

object-^ * fo r OIle who holds that Ide/or CoIT™ the external 

conformity can never be ‘ admissible 5 h gm *’° n IS a!l that exists,— such 
with • madmisalnhty > by one of the twj " ° n<S ,fUnted 

engages about * Cognition which 

aside the contrary conclusion has not bee jj S ° long 88 a proof setting 
a suspicion of the Probans berno nr adduoed ’ thero would always be 

“* make the *"*■“*“ » a W 

"I* not he mcomp^We wat? T BeCaUSa ■«* con/or- 

objective basis — (2053-2054)* that Co m tion has no 
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the Idealistic posfho^—^ ^ ^ “ no Sl,!!h 'ncompatibiliti (, utU 


J-aAia 121 ) 1 ) 5 . 2056 ) 

J0ST AS m THE CASE OF THE Erm,... tw.™ 

raE »» °* actual capacity » ^ J om ^ ZZ D a ^ c T ' 
l ™ 0ml) m TSE CASE 0F Cogwttons (In- 

FERENHAL, etc ) ALSO So THAT, IN VIEW OF 1VHAT 

appeaes nr Inference, the Season adduced 
by the Opponent rs ' too wide ’ (hence 
Inconclusive ’) — Certainly the fobai 
of Fire and other things (in- 
ferred) which is quite clear 


AND DISTINCT, IS NOT LIKE 
THAT OF THE INFERENCE 

itself — (2055-2D5G) 


COMMENTARY 

Then agora, though the Inferential Cognition is devoid of the objecttic 
substratum, yet it is in conformity with reality , so that the Reason adduced 
is clearly found where the Probandutn is absent, and hence, like ‘ cogms- 
ability , it is clearly ‘ too wide hence * Inconclusive * 

It might be argued that — “we do not admit that Infcrenfml Cognilion 
is devoid of objective substratum " 

The answer to that is — * Certainly, the form , etc etc ' — -This argument 
may be thus formulated — When a cognition is dovoid of tile form of some- 
thing, it cannot be regarded as having that for its objective basis, — o g the 
Cognition of Colour does not lime Sound for its objective , — Inferential 
Cognition is devoid of the external form , — hence thoro is apprehension of 
something that is contrary to a wider factor — The Reason adduced here 
cannot he regarded as ‘ Inadmissible ' ; because the form of the Ihro is 
quite clear and distinct , and ns such, it is not like the form of the Inferential 
Cognition (of that Fire), because the Inferential Cognition is nluajs some 
what hazy and indefinite —If it were not so, then the Fire which, m Fcrccp 
tion, is cognised in a well-defined form, as duo to the burning of grosses end 
leaves, would appear in the same definite form in Inference also , as a matter 
of fact, what does appear in Inference has abandoned its well defined form 
and appears only m a vague general form in accordance w ith the Indieatn c 
on which the Inference is based Hence so far os tlio External Object i 5 
concerned, it does not appear m Inference at all Nor can one and the same 
thing have two forms— the Genera! and the Parti ctdar,— which ore mufualli 
contradictory, as already explained before —Nor can the Reason be regarded 
as ‘ Contradictory ’ , because it is present where the Probandum is jiresenl 
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Nor is it ‘ Inconclusive ’ , for, if it were, then there would be incongruities — 
(2065-2056) 

With the following Text, the Author sets forth the arguments pro- 
pounded by Uddyotakara [Nydyavartila on StL 4 2 34] — ■ 

TEXT (2057) 

t( That which appears in various places must be regarded as 
different from Apprehension which is internal (subjective) 

— BECAUSE IT IS COGNISABLE, ETC , — LIKE THE COGNITION 

occurring in another Cham ", — if this is urged [then, 

THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE next Text] — (2057) 

COMMENTARY 

He has, argued thus — " The Blue etc which appear in various places, 
must be regarded as different from Apprehension, which is internal,— -because 
they are cognisable, because they are evanescent, because they are products, 
and because they have causes , — just like the Cognition appearing in 
another Cham ” 

TEXT (2058) 

In this argument also there is ‘ falsity ’ (Inconclusiveness) , 
AS there is no difference, in these respects, between the 

Colour and the Cognition , and there is ‘ Inconclusive- 
ness also, in view of the * Two Moons ’ and other 
things perceived by men with diseased eyes 
—(2058) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ In this argument ’ — i e m all the Reasons adduced 

‘ Falsity ' — InconclusiveneBS — Because the ' inner cognition ’ also lias 
the character of ‘ cogmsabihty ’ and the rest ; just as there is ' mconclusive- 
ness ’ also m view of the ‘ two moons ’ that appear in the Cognition of the 
man with the diseased eye 

In things like the ‘two moons cognisahility should he understood to 
be present m the sense that they appear m that form in the Conceptual 
Cognition ; because they are not really cognisable m the sense of for min g 
the object of the cognition itself , because they are not m contact with the 
Sense-organ , as declared m the saying — ‘ On account of the obstruction of 
the Hair, etc the visual perception does not proceed from the Sense-organ — 
(2058) 

In the following Texts, the Author notices and answers Rumania's 
view, that what ' has been just cited as the basis of ‘ Inconclusiveness 5 
(Falsity) of the Reason cannot he * admitted ’ . 
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TEXTS (2059-2063) 

If IT IS ALLEGED THAT — “ IX THE CASES CITED, IT IS REALLY THE 

External Object that is cognised ’’.—[then the answer is 
as iollows] — The form that actually figures in the Cocni- 

T1CN CANNOT BE Oi THE NATURE OF THE REAL abject , AS IT ONLY 
INJURES IN THE COGNITION AND HENCE BECOMES COGNISED , THE 
ACTUAL FORM OF THE EXTERNAL OBJECT ITSELF DOES NOT FIGURE 
THERE AT ALL H OW IS IT POSSIBLE THAT IT SHOULD NOT FIGURE 

there and yet be cognised { It is certainly a contradiction 

JN TERMS TO SAY THAT ‘ ONE COGNISES IT ’ AND ‘ ONE DOES NOT 
COGNISE IT ’ — It IS FOR THESE nEASONS THAT IT IS NOT DIFFICULT 

to prove that Cognitions are self -cognised , because such is 

FOUND TO BE THE COGNITION IN EVERYTHING WHICH IS OF THE 

NATURE OF ‘ Light ’ —From all this it follows that it is not 

TRUE THAT “THE -WRONG COGNITION, WHILE APPREHENDING THE 
OBJECT, APPREHENDS IT AS OTHER-WISE THAN IT REALLY EXISTS, 
AND THUS ENVISAGES ITSELF {*) ” • — (2059-2063) 


COMMENTARY 

Kutnartla urgues as follows —“In the cases cited of wtong cognitions 
(like that of Two Moons, Yellow conch shell end so forth), what is put forward 
Is the basis of wrong cognition is an external object itseli m to form of the 
Conch-shell, etc only it is m the yellow form that it supplies the b „ 
the Cognition Hence there is no ‘ falsity ’ (or Inconclusiveness ) at al . 
The answer to this is— ‘ The form that actually figures, etc. et c —Vthat is 
,, - i, -pi-, 0 only right new is that that same form 

Cognition, ^henv y conconut ant with ‘appearing or 

then, being apprehended . form does not 

figuring’ In the t actually perceived 

figure at all .because what is meant p being absent, there 

so that the wider chanter - of JW™** o{ . appre hens,biUty ’ ’ -The 
must be absence of the less _ when B certain form does not 

argument may be for ™f ® regarded as cognisable (by that Cognition), 

figure m a Cognition, it cannot bs r ®8 fc colour 0 f the Conch- 

_e g Colour in the Cognition of Sound d thus thore is 

shell does not figure in the cogmt.on of the yellow form 

no apprehension of the J QWS tlmt there is self-contradiction 

• One cognises it, etc etc passage the Author tnts to 

‘ It for this reason, etc « cogmsed And this 

establish, by the way, bis view to ^ the followers of Jan™® 

also serves to set aside what bas be * Cogmtlo n is impercept.blc 

(Shabara-bhifya) to to effect and thab- U 

and formless 
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‘ From all this, etc etc ’ — The sentence is to be construed os — 1 Kalpayanti 
satl arthatneva anyatha eantam kalpayati iti na \ — 1 it is not true that, etc 
etc ’—This denies what has been asserted by Rumania — (2059-2063) 

The following texts set forth a series of arguments put fore ard by 
Rumania — 

TEXTS (2064-2068) 

“ (a) That which is the apprehender of Colour must be different 
from what is apprehended, — because the Cognition of the one 

DOES NOT APPEAR ON THE COGNITION OF THE OTHER , — AS IN THE 

case of the apprehended of Taste, etc — (6) What is apprehended 

MUST BE DIFFERENT FROM THE Apprehends , BECAUSE ONE WHO 
THINKS OF THE ONE DOES NOT NECESSARILY THINK OF THE OTHER , 
— AS IN THE CASE OF THE “VPPREHENDER OF TASTE, ETC , — (r) FOR 
THE SAME REASON THE TWO MUST, THUS, BE CONCLUDED TO BE 
DIFFERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER, LIKE TASTE, ETC , — (df) THE TWO 
MUST BE DIFFERENT, BECAUSE THEY ARE NEVER COGNISED AS BEING 
OF THE SAME FORM,— LIKE THE COGNITION OCCURRING IN ANOTHER 

‘ Chain ’ — (e) The Cognition cannot apprehend any portion 

OF ITSELF , BECAUSE IT PROCEEDS FROM THE COGNITION ,— LIKE 

its own Potency.— (/) There should be denial also of ‘’appre- 
hensibility (OF THE Cognition by itself) .—because the 
Impression is devoid of the duplicate character —(g) Chaitra’s 
Cognition cannot bring about the apprehension of the appre- 
hensible part of the Cognition arising out of his Cognition — 

BECAUSE IT IS COGNITION ,-JUST AS THE COGNITION APPEARING 

IN ANOTHER person "—[ShhUvartika—Shiimjavada 172-1771 

(2064-2068) J 

COMMENTARY 

f ‘‘j"’ , The Gog ™ fa ° n tbat B PP rehends Co^ur must be chSerent in form 
from what is apprehended .-because when there a Cognition of the Colour 

^-oTmZT" of th : c ;r ion ’ jn * - £ 

ft® 0r (®) "hat is apprehended,— i e Colour, etc must he * 

rom its Apprehender , because when a man thinks of the cpr h a ** 

because they are never recoamserf h be re S arded as different, 

bon appearmg m another • Cham ’ — Or (rf thl Comb lorm ’~ hk<3 the c ogm- 
portion of itself —because it is —-j J . C g ^ tl0n oaonot apprehend a 
oivn Potency ,-th ^ ^ i its 

Similarly, there should be denial of the “ ‘ ^P^ssion ’ — (f } 

which is done m this form —The portion n' C Pprt ‘ nensiblllt - V ’ of Cognition 
b.- oo S „„„ 
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Question — In between these two arguments where is the Corroborate, o 
Instance endowed with the character of the Probandum * 

Answer — “ Because the Impression is devoid of the duplicate character , — 
i c the character of the Apprehended and the character of the Apprehender 
(g) Or, there is another argument — This Cognition m question cannot 
bring about the apprehension of the portion of Cognition produced in one’s 
Cognition, — because it is Cognition, — just as the Cognition appearing m other 
persons — Maitra and the rest, — does not apprehend the portion arising out 
of Chaitra's Cognition — (2064-2068) 

The refutation of the above is set forth in the following — 


TEXT (2069) 

Because the two are never cognised separately, as explained 

BEFORE, — THEREFORE ALL THE REASONS ADDUCED (BY Rumania), 
DOWN TO THE ' NON-COGNITION OF SAMENESS ’, SHOULD 
BE REJECTED AS ‘ INADMISSIBLE ’ — (2069) 


COMMENTARY 

• Because the two are never cognised separately ’ l e because the Blue 
and its Cognition are always found together , because for the man who has 
no apprehension of Cognition, there can be no perception of the Object,— 
all this has been explained before in course of the proof of Cognition being 
self-cognised —where the non-difference between the Blue and its Cognition 
has been established , -because of this, all the Reasons adduced above (by 
Kumar i la) down to the ‘ non-cogmtion of sameness ’ cannot be admissible . 

—(2069) 

In the following Text, the Opponent urges that the Reasons are well- 
known and * admissible 


TEXT (2070) 

. Cognition of the form of the Apprehended (object) is spoken 

™ »» “ r““™ 

without the Cognition of the Apprehender 
(Cognition) ” — (2070) 

COMMENTARY 

o. «. •«- "JZVZS s 
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been explained that there is Cognition of the Apprehended Object, even 
when there is no Cognition of the Apprehending Cognition. Hence the 
Reason ‘ Because it is not apprehended on the apprehension of the other 1 
becomes established and hence * admissible — (2070) 

Question — How are the second and subsequent Reasons (urged under 
Texts 2065 el seq ) proved and admissible ? 

Answer — 


TEXTS (2071-2073). 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, PEOPLE HAVE STICK NOTIONS AS * I DO NOT RE- 
MEMBER IF ANY OBJECT WAS APPREHENDED BY ME AT THE TIME 
WHICH SHOWS THAT THEY REMEMBER THE APPEARANCE OF THE 

Apprehending Cognition, without any idea of the Apprehended 
Object If the two were non -different, there would be 

REMEMBRANCE OF THE APPREHENDED OBJECT ALSO, WHEN THERE IS 

Remembrance of the Apprehending 'Cognition , — as a matter 

OF FACT HOWEVER, THERE IS IDEA OF THE APPREHENDING COGNITION 

only Thus the difference between the two becomes proved 

BY POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE — THUS ALL TTTF.gy 

Reasons become established as residing in the Minor Term ” 

— [ ShlokavSrtika-Shunyavdda. , 83-85] — (2071-2073) 


COMMENTARY 

The Remembrance of the Apprehending Cognition is found to appear 
even without the remembrance of the Apprehended Object, -if there were 
a bsolute Mn-drfference between the two, then there would be remembrance of 
the Apprehended Object also,-~just as there is, of the Apprehending Cognition • 

Aonrnh* Z ^ th ® ^ fate> the Apprehended Object Md the 

Apprehending Cognition must be different from one another. 

R might be urged that— 1 there vs remembrance of the Apmehondod 

By positive and negative concomitance ’ as bBta-eon rt. 

Cognition — (207 1-2073) ambranee of the Apprehending 


The above arguments (of Rumania) are answered in the following .- 
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TEXT (2074) 

As a matter or pact Trrnrr . 

roE z ™™: 0 # 'zr* 

fwl w » Apprehended 

Object without the apprehension oe the 
Cognition —(2074) 


COMMENTARY 

perceived as connected with outside space ’ — 6 ° b)BCt " ° feariy 


TEXT (2075) 

The yellow colour is also clearly perceived by people with diseased 

EYES , AND YET IT IS NOT APPREHENDED AS SOMETHING DIF- 
FERENTIATED FROM THE ELEMENT OF THE APPREHEND- 
ING Cognition It should be the same nr 
THE OTHER CASE ALSO. — ( 2075 ) 

COMMENTARY 

There should bo a atop at ‘ msb-gtam ’ 

1 Also * , — 1 e. just as the real 1 yellow 1 is clearly perceived as connected 
with outside apace, ao alao is the 1 yellow ’ clearly perceived by the man 
with the jaundiced eyes 

Question — “ What if it is so perceived ! ” 

Answer — ‘ And yet it is, etc etc ' — There should he a stop after 1 earn- 
vedyam na 1 , and 1 mthrBfam ’ has to be construed here , and after 1 m ’, 

‘ bhamli ’ is to he understood — Thus the meaning comes to be this — The 
yellow that is perceived by the man with the diseased eyes does not become 
apprehended separately, differentiated from the apprehending factor , and 
yet it is perceived as 1 connected with outside space ’ Hence the Reason 
m question is ‘ Inconclusive ’ 

• It should be the same, etc etc ’ — i e also in the case of the real * yellow ’ 
—What is meant to be shown by this is that the two cases stand on the same 
footing only so far as ‘ being clearly perceived ’ is concerned —(2076) 

The following Text supplies the answer to the argument urged (by 
Rumania, under 2071, above) that— “People have the notion ‘I do not 
remember, etc etc.* ” t— - 
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TEXT {2076). 

The Remembrance that has been cited certainly appertains to 
the Apprehended Object — only its special peatot.es are 

NOT CLEARLY REMEMBERED. THE REMEMBRANCE DOES NOT 
PERTAIN TO ANYTHING AS DISTINCT PROM EVERYTHING ELSE , 
BECAUSE REPEATED EXPERIENCE AND OTHER CONDI- 
TIONS CANNOT BE THERE — (2076) 


COMMENTARY. 


What is meant to be asserted here is the fact that it cannot be ‘ admitted ’ 
that “ there is no Remembrance of the Apprehended Object when there is 
Remembrance of the Apprehending Cognition ", 

The following might be urged . — “ If the Remembrance pertains to the 
Apprehended Object, then why should its special features not be remembered, 
when as a matter of fact, one would naturally remember the object as 
differentiated from all other like and unlike things, exactly as it has been 
apprehended Otherwise if it did not apprehend its * difference ’ from 
other things, how could it appertain to it 1 There would certainly be 
incongruities ’’ 

w . 'f h ° answer Remembrance does not pertain, etc. etc'— 

th ‘ 18 “T 18 a l a ■~ CotlCe P tlon hBS not th ° capacity to apprehend 
thmgs exactly as they exist.-becaiise ,t does not envisage a real entity 

"tbe Jr nS P ’ " r th “ e h8S bEen a PP reh ^CR of a certain thing, 
of ?h.^Trl f ranC0 thBt aPP0aI8 ap P° rta,ns t0 °o'y that aspect 
« whioh there happsa to 130 ^ ^po^ s 

~R tha r g m need ° £ the conc «tned and so forth ; so 
that the Remembrance itself is always devoid of the object-element Wh»t 

tholb^J 11 Te i!‘ ty 13 ^ lt raaUy maiufeste alone, and by imposing 

- 1 

varying grades of contacted reneateri^ ^ oonoeived > because the 
for such conception of the special feati 6Xp8neacs that wou!d be necessary 
(of the vague conception of the Obiectl th t ® bsent Ifc 16 011 thls account 
from another -(2076) ™ 0116 K€membra nce is distinguished 


Object'mXd m^the" Remembrance t? ° f the A PP rel ** d e<l 

Ansuier 
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TEXTS (2077-2078) 

IP ™ N0T S0 ’ TKEN THBRE 00CH> ™ Bunum. 15 rac 

IS Km™™, 1 HAD BEE} l™ EENDED , tor Remembrance 
IS i.hVER COGMSEB AS A PIECE OF PURE Rock-crystal -The 

Tiyo last Reasons (cited by KnmSrtfo ) also are clearly 

Inconclusive *, in view of such Cognitions as 

that of the ‘ I'etfme Conch-shell ’ — This is 

THE WAY TO DEAL WITH THE OTHER REASONS 

also —(2077-2078) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Remembrance did not envisage the Object even m the vague 
undifferentiated form, then it could not appear even in the vague general 
form that ‘ Some object had been apprehended ’ Nor is even a Cognition 
remembered m the form of the pure Rock-crystal, without the imprint of the 
form of the Object apprehended (and remembeied) , — by virtue of which it 
conld be asserted that “ They remember the appearance of the Apprehending 
Cognition devoid of the form of the Appiehended Object” as has been 
asserted by [jKiimdttfa, under Text 2071, above] 

Thus It cannot be admitted that “there is no Remembrance of tire 
Object when the Cognition is remembered ” 

"As regards the last two Reasons pul forward (by Rumania m Texts 2067 
and m 2068) — “ Because it proceeds from Cognition ” (2007) and “ Because 
it is Cognition " (2068), — these are ‘Falsified ’ (Inconclusive)bvsuch instances 
as the following — The Cogmtion of the Yellow Coach-shell, though ‘proceeding 
from Cogmtion does apprehend its own subjective factor in the shape of 
yellow , — and also while being * Cognition it brings about the Cognition of 
the yellow which is part of the Cognition , and so could other Cognitions 
also do Hence the two Reasons are ‘ Inconclusive ’ — As regards the Cogm- 
tion of the ‘ Yellow Conoh-shell it has been already proved that it is devoid 
of objective basis , hence what the Cognition of the ‘ Yellow Conch-shell ’ 
apprehends is only that form of Yellow which exists in the Cogmtion alone 
(as a subjective factor) , and to that extent it proves the fact of Cogmtion 
being selj-cogmsed 

‘Thus is the way, etc etc’ — ‘ With the other Reasons’,— that is, other 
Reasons ,that the other party has adduced m proof of the existence of the 
External Thing 

It has been asked by the other party—" What sort of one-mas (of the 
two) is sought to be proved 1 Is it meant to be on the ground that there 
is no such thing as appears mthe form of Blue, etc , nor any form of Cognition, 
such as is met with m experience 1 How can any such idea be entertained ? 
As if it were so, this would mean a negation of all things . 

The answer to this is as follows —There would not he negation of oh 
tilings. Because all that is non-existent by its very nature is the appre- 
hensible thing, like Earth, etc , apart from the Cogmtion itself. As for 
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‘another Chain’, that does not exist as something apprehensible, and hence 
it is devoid of the apprehensible form. And as for the fact of the Cognition 
being the Active Agent m relation to it, — on the basis of the idea that the 
Cognition also cognises, — that active agency also is not there , and hence that 
too is devoid of the ‘ apprehensible form ’ , — not so the ‘ active agency ’ m 
relation to the Specific Individuality of the Cognition itself , as everything 
cannot be brought about by everything — This has been thus described — 
‘When the Blue, Yellow and the like appear in Cognition as something 
external, — there does not, in reality, exist anything cognisable, outside j 
hence the idea of the Cognition being the active agent in relation to that is 
not true , hence what appears as Cognition is the only one reality, without 
a second ’ — Under this understanding, the following text of the PrajHa- 
paramtld also becomes comprehensible — ‘ Cognition is devoid of the nature 
of Cognition, m the sense that it is devoid of any definite characteristics ’ — 
(2077-2078) 

Having set forth the original formal argument above (in the Commentary 
introducing Text 1965 on p 550, Line 13) in. tlio words — -* Every Cognition is 
devoid of both, apprehended and apprehender , because it is Cognition, — like 
the Cognition of the Reflection ’ , — and having so far established the invariable 
concomitance between the Probans and the Probandum in this reasoning, the 
Author sums up the whole position m the following . 


TEXT (2079) 

For these reasons, the Cognition under dispute must be without 
a second, being devoid ox Objective and the Active Agent, 

BECAUSE IT IS COGNITION , — UKE THE 

Reflection — (2079) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the epithet ‘ under dispute ’ is that the subject of the 

,° Emtl ° n of P ersons Wlth healthy eyes, etc ,-not aU Cogm- 
tions -wMe what is put forward as the Probans-' because it is CogmtioT’ 
" ®^ UOn . ,n ‘ th " s 1S **■* the Probans is not part of the ftoposi- 
n Being devout of Objective and Active Agent ’ quahfies * without a second ’ • 

OW? ^ b5 ’ ltS bem £ ' "*hout a second ’ is that • TtW 

Tuthe b Z ’ Snd DOt that *> ‘ -con* ■ exists at all 

term • Refill ~ The being spoken of as the Cognition the 

s J t\ c r twn o/ *• -° r tba ^ 

then as the Re™ T i Z b * ken 85 comm g after the Locative ending ; 

becl^mScatr ^ ^ Sf 

putfo^Z™t«of e rt ed 88 ' lnadmISSlW6 ’’ b — what is 
of other things ’.—and not the v ^ C08mt,0n wluch consists in the ‘ exclusion 
b ’ and not the very nature of * Cognition ’ 
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Probandum is & whereVCTtfr 

b^gTo.d Of ^e'ftobaS^ :l the CorTObora,iTO f Beotian 


xaXT (20S0) 

' I ™°"t E ° r flEFLECTI0 - v ™ CoGsmojr is ee GAEDED ts 

HAVRC AX OBJECTIVE BASIS , as IT IS FOUXD THAT OX THE 
USUAL SAYS BEIXG TDBXED BACK OXE’s OWX FACE IS 
SEEK AS IT IS IX THE KeFLECITOX.'’ — (20S0) 


COSfMEXTABT. 

*' The light -wvs issuing from the eyes and falling upon the surface of 
the Mirror, become turned back and thus become connected with one’s orm 
fnee, and than they bring about the cognition of the face Thus it ts the 
face Itself that is seen as within the Mirror So that it becomes established 
that the Cognition of the Beflection is not ‘ devoid of the Apprehender and the 
Apprehended’." — (2080) 

The answer to the above is provided in the following: 


TEXT (2081) 

It is xot his owx face that oke sees rs the mjbkoe,— because n is 

SEEK IX FROST OF OXE’S SELF, ASH BECAUSE WHAT IS SEEX IS 
IHFFEBEXT IX SIZE, POSOTOX, ETC. (IBOM OXE'S FACE) — 

LIKE AXY OTHER OBJECT. — (2081) 

COMMEXTABT. 

Il is not fife oum face that one sees m the mirror,— because the face seen 
there stands before one's self ; — also because what is seen has a position, 
size, complexion and other details difierent from the face — * Lite any ether 
abject ’ , — l e like such things as sound and the like 

AYhat is meant is as follows . — If the Cognition were the Apprehender 
oi the face, then it should have apprehended it exactly as the face itself 
actually stands , because it cannot be right foe the Apprehender of one form to 
apprehend a thing of another form If this were possible, then there would be 
incongruities As a matter of fact, when a man facing the South looks at 
the mirror, what he perceives in the mirror is the face facing the Xorth , 
similarly, if tha mirror is a small one, the face that he sees in the refieefion 
is smaller than his own face , and it is also perceived as touching the mirror’s 
surface and lying far beneath it In reality however, the mirrors surface is 
not oi that size, nor is it really in contact with the real face -SnmJarlv 
when a man is standing on the bank of a lake of dear water, and looks at 
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tlw water-surface, he parcels the reflections of the rfees stanchng on the 
bnnk of the water, with their tops pointing downwards , and yet they are 
not really in that condition -From all this we conclude that the Cognition 0/ 
the Befledio 1 does not apprehend the man’s own face, -because what it 
envisages is something different from the f ace,— like the Cognition of sound. 
(2081) 


Bhadanta-Shubhagupta, argues as follows “ For the proving of the 
Cognition being the only entitj% the character of being Cognition has been 
adduced as tbe Season , but it is not incompatible with the contrary , hence 
all that is said is nugatory 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXTS (2082-2084) 

‘ Beings Cognition ’ is ‘ luhotocsness ’ , and that can have no 

PEACE IN THE ‘ AMPBEHENDED OBJECT — BECAUSE IT HAS NO 
CONNECTION WITH THE CHABACTEBS OF ‘ NOT ENVISAG- 
ING A EOBM ’ AND THE BEST , — HENCE ITS 
INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE HAS BEEN 
DULY ASCERTAINED — (2082) 


COMMENTARY. 


The requisite invariable concomitance has already been established 
under Text 1999 above — ‘ Not envisaging a form, or envisaging a form or 
envisaging something else, the Cognition cannot apprehend any external 
thing '. Consequently, the Reason put forward here cannot be regarded as 
‘ Inconclusive ’ 

The Revered Teacher Dmnaga, for the purpose of determining the 
‘ basic cause ’, has declared as follows . — ' When that which is cognisable only 
in the internal (subjective) form appears as if it were external, that object 
must be regarded as existing in the form of the Cognition, and also as forming 
its basic cause ’ — This serves to determine the objective element in that 
aspect of the Cognition which is apprehended. 

The same Teacher has said again— 1 1 Or, it may be that by transferring 
the potency, the apprehension of the Object, in due course, brings about, 
for the bringing about of an effect similar to itself, a potency in the Cognition ; 
so there is no incompatibility ’ — This establishes the fact that the said 
Apprehension (of the Object) transfers to the immediately subsequent 
ognition, the potency tending to produce an effect similar to itself, and 
thus becomes the cause — (2082) 


In connection with this, the same Bhadanta (Sh-ubhagupta) argues as 
O ows hough the apprehended element may be the instrument of 
°f? co S“tion, j et, inasmuch as that cannot figure m the Cognition itself, it 
could not be the object of the Sense-cognition 
The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXTS (2083-2084) 

Tra! SUBSISTENCE OF THE OBJECT IN the Apprehended Aspect OF THE 
Potency of the immediately following Cognition is not 
regarded by us to be real That is why the idea is 
supported — The fact of the Cognition being the only 
entity has been clearly established by clever 
writers We also have trodden the same 
path for the ascertainment of Truth — 

(2083-2084) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Shaktau anantare jiiane ’ , — the two Locative endings are not to bo 
taken in co-ordination. 

‘ Immediately following Cognition — in the form of the ‘ Alayavtjiiana ’ 
(Recumbent Cognition) 

‘ Potency — of forming the basic cause of the said idea of the object 

‘ Is not held to be real ’ , — because it is not possible for anything apart 
from Atoms, eto. to be the objective basiB, — as has been established m detail 
This has also been asserted by the Revered Teacher, m the following woids 
* The absolute denial of the objective basis may involve incompatibility 
with a fact of direct experience , and there may be incompatibility with the 
doctrine enunciated in the Sutra ‘ — ' There are four Lm da of causal factors 
baeio, dominant, immediate antecedent and causal link ’ , — in order to show that 
there is no incompatibility, it has been explained what sort of Basic Cause 
is meant in this Sutra and also m ordinary experience But all this has 
been done on the plane of * Illusion ’, not of Reality » as in reality all Cognitions 
are entirely devoid of objective basis 


End of Chapter on the External World 
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“ The Revealed Word.” 

COMMENTARY 

In the Introductory verses the ‘Intervolved Wheel of Causation’ hns 
been described as * not dependent upon any self-sufficient Revelation ’ ; 
the Author sets forth arguments in support of this — 


TEXT (2085) 

Othek people, with intellect obscured by ignorance, HAVE 

ASSERTED AS "FOLLOWS — " It IS NOT EIGHT THAT AT.T. THIS IS 

mere Idea (or Cognition) , because this is set 

ASIDE BY THE REVEALED WORD ” — (2085) 

COMMENTARY 

Other people 1 — the follow err of To mum 
These people arguo as follows “ Injunction alone is the basis for 
deterrnuung Dharma (what one should do) and Adharma (what one should 
not do), the only light available for all beings, being like the common • Eve ’ 
of all. It must be accepted as authoritative and reliable by all intelligent 
men seeking to W then Duty (Dharma) , not so other words compose! by 
human bemgs Because the ordinary human being has his mind beset with 
Ignorance Attachment and the rest ; hence his word is not capable of aC 
“ 8e 0f 8up6r — * things ; it is for L reason St 

vision ; because it i S te™Trt t0 S ^ Se ' P6rC6ptlon " o{ Pe°P’e °f hmited 
imperceptible * rea ° h ° f tha 8511865 and hei > c ® absolutely 

tensed by capacity to Ad '^ rma <lts cont rary) are charac- 

as has been asserted in .Madam's BteZ f^ ha t 18 6sd Respectively) , 
Dhama which brings about j Tlmt aIone 18 6 P°ken of as 

know that t-when?man lerfZ° ^ 7^ of man, — how do you 
fcm m the performance of **** tan dh5 ™* a ’ 

that he is called after it „ ’ d **“ ° nly when one does something 

Cool, and one who does the cAam, ioe ' 5 the cookln 9 is called the 

that is spoken of by the ^nZ “ f *“ <***"' 111 same way 
the highest good ’ rma wiucl i brings man into contact with 

Substance, etc to brmg^houtwhZ^ “ ?“* Dharma « the capacity of 

is good, For instance, Substance, Quality 
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and Adieu are spoken of as particular means of scoomri hrinag tiy 
Good ; and it is shottn that the name 5 j )km ' is spulieable to these. 
These Substance and the test, ate perceptible in their otm forms.— mr 
not as the means of aoccmplishing the pood ; a-d it is in this latter term ths: 
they are held to be ' dharma % cot merely in their omn terms. This has hem 
thus asserted — ■* The Good consists in the happiness oi the msn and this 
happiness is brought abont bp Substance. Qcaity and Action as indics-eS 
in the Injunction ; hence it is ro these that the character oi Jam belongs : 
even though these, by themselves, are trithin the reach oi the Senses, yet it is 
not in that form that they are Phams, The i act of these being toe -err ns cf 
acaoir, polishing the good is learnt from the Veda ; and it is in this form mat 
these are Pharma ; hence Phama is not amenable to me Senses ! . [Vice 
ShloHoariil-a, Su. 2. 191. and 13-14 In that fora ’. as being fas narw cf 
bringing about the Good.— Thus it is established mat Phams is a capacity or 
Potency. 

“ Prom this it is also dearly understood, by impheation. that Adho-m 
also, as contrary to Pharma, is a Potency or capacity to bring about mhst is 


ml -Good, 

"'This capacity or Potency a man -with limited pomes oi virion carrot 
perceive directly by the Senses : because capacity is shears inferred irem its 
effects ; as has 'been declared in the passage— ‘The Potenries oi all thing* 
are alvravs proved by Presumption mom these eSeris '.—{P-JolaoS^ita, 
$$, 2 200 1— If it mere not so, then the character of ‘ havmg htmtea ptvrets 
of vision ■ mould disappear.— Xor can the Perrep-ion of mystics apprehend 
supersensnous tilings— simply because they are Perception.— -ike any tuber 

Perc ?Xor can Inference be of use in knowing mhat is Phams : became 
Inference can entire only such a thing as has bad its relation trim some- 
thing else already taoun : and Phama is not such a tnmg . . 

~>b-or can Analogy bring about the hnom.eoge c. P .ams . **- - 

Arolocv consists in similitude and brings about me 
before 'the Eyes , eg- the seeing oi the 

oitheCc t r:anddierecanbenotmngTOh-&«^^^^ 7 

—which similarity could bung arcu. me co t -.- 

- Mor is Prtsump ! ion capable oibrrgrgaooumbe ta^d, _ ^ ^ 

and Adharma Because Presurnp... . 00n -“‘~ ‘ ^ roc ,i, has bren perec’ven 
»« perceived ontbe^imdmU som^ 

«*»»• « ^,-^rs^sr.i. •» * . 

* Son-apprchtnswn also, mtocn^ _ -^dnotan vmrt.maes 

Cognition, serves to bnng about * * ^Vitid iaU reithm ib* jams cf tic 

••Thus then Pha-.na and A . . & y t - hJ Yedic Injure r 

yon^pprefenaion and ^ be regarded « to 

were not there to save them -\ otd « conducive to trefas 

^fd ; " tTis ‘indicated by the Senses or other ~ 

of Cognition. 


ssc-ripcor 
mo-.'d not b 
i 

1 Means c 
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“ As a matter of fact, it is the Injunction that is capable of providing 
knowledge of what is past, present or future, — also what is subtlo or hidden 
or remote and such like ; this cannot be done by any Sense-organ — ( Shabata - 
bhafya 1 1 2,) For these reasons the Injunction must be regarded os 
authoritative and reliable. 

“ The name ' Injunction ’ is applied to words that urge to activity or to 
avoidance of activity, e g the words ‘ Desiring Heaven, she should perform 
the Agmetoma sacrifice ’ urge one to activity , and the words ‘ One should 
not injure living bemgs ’ urge one to desist fiom activity 

“ For you (Buddhists) the only means of establishing the authoritative 
and reliable character of the Injunction consists in mere Ideation with the 
1 Three Principles ’ , — such is the meaning of your definite pronouncement 
(Proposition) — And this view is not correct — Why f — Because it is set 
aside by the Bevealed Word,— that is, it is negatived by the Veda, which lias 
spoken of Agniholra and other things which are quite distinct from ‘ Cognition * 
(Idea) , in fact, the Veda itself stands apart from ‘ Idea ’. 

The mention of ‘ mere Ideation ’ is only by way of illustration. There 

ore other propositions of the Buddhist which are set aside by the Veda, 

such as ‘ All things are momentary ‘ There is no Soul « There has been an 
Omniscient Person’, ‘There should be freedom from attachment’ and so 
forth All these words express ideas that are contrary to what is said 
m the Veda "—(2085) 


It might be urged against the above Mimammla view that all this 
would be set aside by the Veda only if its authoritative character were estab- 
Jisfted Hence the Mimammka adds the following : 


xUiAX (2U8B) 

‘The said Revealed Word is authoritative for all, because it is 

-not THE WORK OF A HUMAN BEING , BECAUSE IT IS ONLY 
WORDS EMANATING FROM HUMAN BEINGS THAT ARE 
FOUND TO BE FALSE ’’—( 2086 ) 


WMMENTAHY 

True Knowledge J5 what is called ‘ Pramdna ’ « n 
being the source of Tight knowledee v a ’ i R gW Oo ® mtlon ! and 
'means of Bight Knowledce ’ ‘r /w ^ , Veda also 18 cal,e d ‘Pramdna’, 
■ Why i ’ g ® ’ re,mble > ‘ authoritative ’. 

human source " X’Ut 6 has not proceeded from 
hable ’ character of the Veda Jd \ ^ " that the ‘ ^tentative ’ or ‘ re- 
the presence of Love, Hate andL h that there 18 no possibilitv of 

or unreliable — The argument ®h defects which would render it wrong 
free from 0» -Sff. 1 !?)! 1 — That which”,, 

~ b - - ~~ - sscs 
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disorder the Veda, not being the work of a human home, is free trom ti » 
contact of Love, Hatred and such other causes of fn'sitv , — h^nco tin. i* « 
Reason (for Rehability) based upon the nature of the thing concern'd 

By putting forward a Corroborating Instance per oir »innfc- 'v i)i" Argi” * 
indicates the absence of * Inconelu«ivencss ’ m his Beison — ' Ii • < r-' 
icards, cfe etc ’ — What is shown by this is that the ntisenre of />,' Prc'^-< 
is invariably concomitant with the absence of th - Proh-n* n 'i", . 
of fact. Defects (m the source of knowledge) are the cause of fa’*t '/ . m.l 
wherever these Defects are present, there alone they bring nlxuit tlwir FtT, < i 
in the shape of falsity , — not nnyw here else , and that is so been.®" w In n tic 
Cause i« not there, the Effect cannot lie there: even if th" Effect vu'etlve 
it would have to be regarded ns uuhout came , and what would com" about 
without the cause would not be regarded ns the effort of that cause a- th it 
would lead to absurdity Tims, tho impossibihtj of the relation of Cun-" 
and Effect between Defects and Falsity,— and the cominrenrv of fob tv 
being without cause, — constitute the ‘ Reason ’ setting n-.ide nnv conclusion 
contrary to the one set forth above Hence tho Reason cvnnot be roe mi.il 
os ‘ Inconclusive 

Tho argument mnj bo formulated ns follows — ' Whew tho Gnu* ’ of a 
thing does not exist, tho Effect cannot appear, -e g Smoke dm s not npji t- 
,n water, where its cause. Fire, is absent ,-m tbe case oi tho Vein, lb* 
Cause of falsity in tho shape of tho presence of Love, Hate, etc i* not prc'ont . 
—hence its Effect, Falsity cannot bo there — (20SG) 

In the following text, the MimSmtaJn shows that Ins non i» not op"" 
to the charge of being ‘ Inadmissible ’ 


TEXT (-087) 

* IN THE CASE OF THE ASSERTION OF HOMS' TtriNOS. IT IS AIWAI S orrv 
TO DOUBT WHETHER OR NOT THFRr APE DEFECTS (IN TttF SO VETf) . 

nr the case of the Reytuj n Woat>, jiowevi r, v- 
there IS no sprain, « evs have no m i " 

PICION OF THFRE HE1N0 SNY DFI I CT" 

— 120S71 


COMMENTARY 

.a, . .1 .«■ **«”£ 

are their property ; to**'*® c '”" * w j„, thrr< without a mi! '**’ \ ' 
absent t If they could be there, the ^ ^ thing tbs- *’ •; ' 

* 
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{lie speaker — as the substratum of Defects , and any such author is not 
there m the ease of the Veda , whence then could there be any [suspicion of 
there being Defects ? 

Tins same argument has set aside also the charge of the Reason being 
* doubtful — hence inadmissible — (2087) 


The following might be urged against the Mimamaalca — How is it known 
that there is no * doer ‘ author ’ (m the case of the Veda), who would bo 
tne substratum of Defects 1 

In view of this, the Mimamsala proceeds to establish the fact of there 
being no Author of the Veda, by showing that no such Author can be cognised 
by any of the five Means of Cognition — 


TEXTS (2088-2095) 

“ (a) An author of the Veda is not perceived — it coded only be 

ASSUMED THAT SUCH A ONE EXISTED IN THE FAST [BUT SUCH AN 
ASSUMPTION CAN HAVE NO BASIS] —(6) WHEN ANY RELATIONSHIP 
(OF CONCOMITANCE) OF SUCH AN AUTHOR HAS NEVER BEEN PER- 
CEIVED BEFORE, ANY INFERENCE THAT COULD BE MADE REGARDIN'!, 
HIM MUST BE BASED ONLY UPON PRESENT IGNORANCE , HENCE IF 
SUCH AUTHOR IS ASSUMED (BY THE OTHER PARTY) IT CANNOT BE 

through Inference — (c) As regards Verbal Authority (Scrip- 
ture), THAT ALSO CANNOT POINT TO AN AUTHOR OF THE VEDA , 
BECAUSE NO OTHER SCRIPTURE IS WITHOUT AN AUTHOR , AND HENCE 
ANY OTHER SCRIPTURE WHICH IS THE WORK OF AN AUTHOR, BEING 
ITSELF UNRELIABLE, OOULD NOT PROVIDE A RELIABLE NOTION Or 

the Author of the Veda As regards the words of Manu 

AND OTHERS, THEIR RELIABILITY RESTS UPON THE VEDA ITSELF 
AS FOR ANY OTHER WRITER WHO HAS NO CONNECTION WITS THE 

Veda and is hostile towards it,— how can such a one be 
truthful on this point 2 Hence for us, there is no scrip- 

~ EE 7 EY 0TEEES ™ CAK M0LA * E « author 
the Veda.—(d) In case someone were visible now who is 
similar to the author of the Veda, then alone on thHIs s 

™ 7f T E mGHT BE ^ S 0F 

H AN AUTHOR— (e) Ip THERE WERE SOMETHING VOUCHED FOR 
BY THE MEANS OF RIGHT COGNITION WHICH WOULD BE INEXPIA 

SUCB AN WEM N0 AUTH0B 05? Veda.-THEN ALONE, 

££ or 'vtT " VBDA ” accepted on the 

loZZ “ 0N 1 " A “A™® OF FACT HOWEVER, THERE IS 

SUoTL , A™ A ' THICH COTO » *« SE POSSIBLE WITHOUT 

an Author,— on the contrary, if there were an 
Author, thebe 1S -mucb, in the shape of its Reliability and 
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s° FORTH WHICH COULD NOT BE Tlr,v , 

beq-0 not amenable to the said ml f mn “' T,ns ™rs. 
the Author is question bec™*^ ‘ 3Ce<ns of Knowm-um 

existence is impossible e i! Is Gvr ww*« 

WHICH IS THE ONLY MEINS OF CoGSIT1^7 tX ^ XFG ' T,n '' 
(2088-2093) ' ' CoGMr201 ' (ArPLictBtr to him) 

COMMENTARY, 


“ (a) The Author of the Veda manat > . 
perception, because ,t can neior bo pointed out that f f""" 
the Veda >, “imply became he ,s not seen „tf ! tl f A " ,!,< ' r " f 

^assumed that .hero „ an ^ 

been seen, tlieassu mption can only be that 'ho ox, steel at some time’. „H 
this idea Mould not be reliable, -this is what is meant and bn* to bo added 

i 6 *!? u th ° Aut!lor 1,0 J ' no » n by men ns of Inference, tin, „ 
vhnt ,s said by the words-' Adr tlap r m c, etc etc ’ the detractor of the 
Veda premise a relationship, , n the shape of cause and effect, between the 
Veda and tho Author who has noser been seen before , and such n pretni , 
can bo based only on Ignorance, as there con bo no solid mean, or Cognition 
indicating any such relationship , no ono con ever be able to apprehend a 
relationship between Smoko and tho Fire that line noier been seen Hence 
if such an Author is assumed, such an assumption cannot bo supported b\ 
Inference Tho particle ‘api ’ implies that it it mtho.it the support, not 
of Scnse.pcrceplion only, but also of Inference 


“ (e) Tho words ■ agamopt, etc etc.’ point out that the Author cannot >»■ 
known by moans of Verbal Authoritj (or Roi elation. Scripture), Ikeauw, 
as there is no scripture other than the f'rrfo which iv itself without an millin', 
tho required scripture cannot be one which tv without an author ; nor can it 
bo ono that bos an author , because such n scripture would it«ejf l** unreliable 
Because, when tho scripturo would bo tho work of an author,— it could 1» 
tho w-ork of (1) ttanu and other writer, related to tho Vrtht, or of (-) tin 
Sadhyas and Alums not related to tho Veda — A, regard, the bet nlte-n mu 
— it is said — ' as regards the words of Monti and others, tlr etc ' — * Totten I ' ■ 
duo to tho Veda , — this mean, that lhi>e work* are not relf viiflntitit tit 
their authoritj — Tho objection to tho second iillenmtnc h neat stubs! 

* Asambaddhastu, etc etc ’ — ‘ uho has no connection ’ — with i tie* IVdo , t«, <m« 
such persons are not entitled to tho stud} of the Vt’ht ‘ -In'/ Other venter'- 

i o the work of a person who has no connection with the 1 e da ’ 1 1 fe 
haragamah — i c “peaking of the Author of the Veda 

(<£) Pramifoin — vouclud for b) tho “in Means of (tight Cognition - 

* Ten a tinfz *■ — without an Author— 1 Kielrhit ’ — nliy thing vouch',! fie ie tl * 
Means of Eight Cognition — ’ Asmm ’ — Author 

In tho word * prum/lngddi', ‘ reliability and ra forth *i"i forth i 


meant to includo Dharma and such notion, 

' Abhaiena ’ it H ouij b> tho sixth Means of Cognition, .\epin - 
that it can bo known that a certain thing does no! exist ; ns it is t! ' 
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tot envisages negation -Or it may mean that such an Author is cognised 
m t he form of negation-:.e. as non-existent , because there is no means o 

abhava ’, cessation of the Means of Cogni- 
tion 1 e Negation as the Means of Cognition by this Negation, the idea of 
the Author is precluded. Hence it is established that there can he no Author 
of tlie Veda — (2088-2095) 


The following argument might be urged (against the Itfwnamsata) 

If you prove the fact of the Veda not being the work of an Author, and then, 
on that basis, prove its authoritative (reliable) character, — then, lo ' the 
authority of the Veda rests upon something other than itself j as the authority 
of the Veda cannot become recognised until the fact of its not being the 
work of an author is recognised 

The MimammLa's answer to this is as follows ■ — 


TEXT (2096) 

“ AS A MATTER OR FACT, THE IDEA OF THE VEDA not BEING THE WORK OF 

an Author is emphasised only for the purpose of showing 
THAT THERE CAN BE NO CAUSE FOR unreliability ; AND AS 
SUCH AN IDEA (BEING NEGATIVE) IS A NON- 
ENTITY, IT CANNOT BE PROVED 
BY MEANS OF PROOFS ” — 

(2086) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by this is as follows : — -We are not proving the Reliability 
(Authority) as a positive fact, which is not recognised ; all that we are doing 
is to reject the unreliability (of the Veda) which has been nrged by our 
Opponent , and when this charge has been set aside, the original positive 
proposition remains fully recognised by itself. — As a matter of fact, even 
the idea of the Veda not being the work of an Author is not being sought to 
be proved by us ; because, if it were proved, the implication would be that 
the reliability of the Veda rests upon something else The fact of the matter 
is that the said idea consists in the mere negation of the fact of the Veda 
being the work of an Author, and as such, it is a non-entity (which cannot 
he proved) —(2096) 

Question — If it le not proved (by you), how does it become proved by 
itself ? 

Answer (from the Mlmamsalca) — 
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TEXT (2097) 

When tiie Logician asserts the fact of the Veda being the 
hoick of an Author, the refutation of that fact proves 

THE TACT 01 THE VhUA not BEING THE WORK OF AN 

Author ”—(2097) 

COMMENTARY 

Question — Even on t!io refutation of the Opponent’s view, if the 
upholder of (lie Veda docs not actually prove his own view, how could tho 
j a (t c r he nccopiod and (lie upholders of tho Veda become satisfied ? 

Tins Question is further expounded — 


TEXT (2098) 

When there are two positive views regarding a question — e g 
* PiUMOitm \E Matter ’ and ‘ Atom ’ as the cause of the 
R OKED, —IF ONE IS SOT PROVED, THE OTHER DOES 
NOT become PROVED by itself — (2098) 


COMMENTARY 

The following Text explains the term ‘ Primordial Matter and Atom' 


TEXT (2099) 

EVEN AFTER BEFUTINO THE FACT OF PBIMOEDUE MatTER BEING 
cloSE OF THE WORLD, THE IDEA OF THE ATOM BEING 
S^CAVSE OF THE WO f D HAS OOT » » ™D 

by other Reasons —(2099) 

COMMENTARY. 

— W - ^ - ‘ysJSLSSi’»JSS 

view that the World is a 1"°^ ^ faot o£ the wo rfd being the product 

to adduce reasons m proof of bis view, 

to the above (from the MimSmsaU) is as follows - 
The answer to the aoo a v 
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TEXTS (2100-2101) 

“When a proof is adduced in support of the affirmative view, — 
if that is refuted, the negative VIEW (to the contrary) becomes 

RIGHTLY PROVED BY ITSELF THUS IT IS THAT, WHEN THE 
OTHER PARTY ADDUCE PROOFS IN SUPPORT OF THE TWO 
ENDS OF THE VEDA, THE UPHOLDERS OF THE VEDA HAVE 
THEIR PURPOSE ACCOMPLISHED BY THE REFUTA- 
TION OF THOSE PROOFS ” — (2100-2101) 


COMMENTARY. 

’ Affirmative view ’ — that the Veda is the work of an Author , and the 
denial of that is the * Negative view ’ These two views aro so related that the 
truth of the one involves the falsity of the other and vice versa , — hence the 
denial of one is concomitant with the affirmation of the other ; so that the 
Negative view becomes proved by itself For instance, for the purpose of 
prolong the ' two ends beginning and end — of the Veda, the Buddhists 
adduce certain proofs, — the mere refutation of these proofs proves the 
contrary view that the Veda has no beginning or end, and as such, is not 
the work of an Author ; and when this has become proved, the Upholders of 
the Veda become satisfied on the accomplishment of what is desired by 
them —(2100-2101) 


Objection -Even when the said proofs have been refuted, it is necessary 
o pu forth a further effort to prove the positive fact of the Veda being 
™7,’ "““f , tho ^cumstanees, how can the Upholders of the Veda be 
if’ ““ U thsy llave aotuall y Proved the Etemahty oj the Veda ? 

Ihe answer to this (from the Mimamsala) is as follows 


AJSA.T (2102) 

“As regards the positive Fact of the Etemahty of the Veda, it 

COMES ESTABLISHED FOR US ON THE REJECTION OF THE * TWO 

ends (of the Veda), — even though we do not 

ADDUCE PROOFS in SUPPORT OF THE SAID 

Etemahty. ” — (2102) 

COMMENTARY 

^4’a e iL“ g Ynd%S-^l02” dd,1Cedln Pr °° f ° f the ° f the Veda 

^eNplamedmheloUo^^l'^ 0 6ndS ’ automstloaU y proves Etemahty 

17 
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TEXT (2103) 

“ The 'first end ’ op the Veda coasts „ the of „„ 

ivork op ah Author, - 4 n„ the • other Z ooZZsZZ "* 

«■ » m.ATio « o?7Z 
(TWO ENDb) MEANb * EtERNAHTY ’ ”—(2103) 

COMMENTARY 

SSsSesSS: HS 

the prosonco of the other ; ae has been already pointed outZ^m 

McnmhiZr T y nr8 ?“f t,,S ' r ’ egat,0n of the two constitute 
Tferaeto,, then it comes to this that EUmaUty „ not a positlve qmhty of 

The answer to this (from the MimSmsaha) is as follows . 


TEXTS (2104-2105). 

“ The ekrmhty of the Veda consists in the fact that it is not 

PRODUCED IN THE BEGINNING AND DOES NOT PERISH IN THE END. 

If it be urged that ‘ even so, this eternaUly is something 
cognisable then [the answer is that) timohly is what 

IS MEANT BY THE TWO CHARACTERS OF * BEING NOT 
PRODUCED ’ AND ' BEING NOT DESTROYED ’ , AND 
BOTH THESE BEING OF THE NATURE OF 

Negation do not require any proof 
FOR THEMSELVES ”-(2104-2105) 

COMMENTARY 

What iB meant by this is that etemality forms part of the very nature 
of the Veda, which is an entity 

‘ 1 f it be urged, etc . etc ’ — This anticipates the following objection from 
the Opponent — If it is as stated, then Elernaliiy is an entity and as suoh it ib 
something that has to be cogniBed by a Means of Cognition, to be proved. 

Theianswer to this is — 1 What is meant, etc etc 1 

• Bath these ’ — i e the characters of not being produced and not being 
destroyed 

‘ Proof for themselves ’ — l e any means of cognising their own forms. 
What is meant is that tiiere need be nothing incongruous in Negation being 
an entity , so that even though Eu.rr.ahty consists in the two characters of 
« not bemg produced ’ and ‘ not being destroyed ’, it need not be a non- 
entity. — (2104-2105) 

“ Having thus shown that the five Means of Right Cognition are not 
effective m the matter, it is regarded as proved that there is no Author of the 
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Veda , and consequently thoro can be no * inadmissibility ’ in the Reason 
adduced by the Mimaneaha — ‘ because the Veda is free from the contact of 
defects that bring about falsity ’ — Nor can the Reason be regarded as 
‘ Contradictory ’ , because it is present wherever the Probandinn ib present , 
and being not prebent where the Probandum ib not present, it cannot bo 
regarded as ‘Inconclusive Thus it becomes established that the Veda is 
authoritative and reliable ” 

Now the Mhnammka proceeds to point out in detaii the defects m the 
two arguments put forward by lus Opponent in support of the view that the 
Veda is not authoritative and reliable 

These two arguments are as follows — (A) What is perceptible by the 
senses, and (B) what is produced by effort, must be non-eternal, — e g the 
Jar , — and Sound is both (perceptible and produced by effort) , these are 
Reasons based upon the nature of things, which pTovs the non-elcrnahty 
of sound in general , and this bemg proved, the non-eternality of the Veda 
necessarily follows , and from this it also follows, by implication, that like 
the assertions of human beings, the words of the Veda also may be false — 
Such is the sense of what is argued by the Buddhists and others 

Against these arguments, the Mmamsala sets forth in detail the argu- 
ment that the proposition of the Opponents is annulled by the Verbal and 
other Means of Right Cognition. 

First of all, the following Text shows that the Proposition that the Vedic 
V ords are falbe is annulled by Veibal Cognition itself — 


TEXT (2106) 

“One who asserts the falsity of the Vedic Words on the basis 
of Inference, has his Proposition annulled by the force 
of the Cognition derived from the Veda ” ( 2106 ) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ ’ 15 f* nved f™ m Veda, r a such cognitions or notions as 

Heaven follows from the performance of the Agniholra — bv the fn 
of such notions, his Proposition becomes annulled^ as it is set LT u -T 
This has been thus asserted “ Ac Q . r * se ^ asi< ^ e it. 

the Injunction Tno of a Vouiful h t *"* ^ DOt, ° n tW " d 
may or may not be so • n t r at T ' B " y SU ° h form a * ‘ th * 

circumstances, or in anv other °a ** ° r piaee> 0r in an y other 

contrary, that ‘ it is false ’ Aifre C?™ 8 ap P ear an y n °t'°n to the 

from the Vedic Injunction mtt be tl l ^ 016 
statement made m the Veda to be fa! ^ f 081186 we have found another 
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not tho I^f 0 ren^ f BUb^L^rVerbaf t“ Watl0n ' thftn 

The answer to thib is as follows — 


V»x v t ) 


P™Z DERIVED mm T ™ Veda re of tee same degree as 
Perception, and hence stronger than Inference CON- 
SEQUENTLY, IT CAN NEVES BE ANNULLED Bv ' 

Inference "— (2I07J 


COMMENTARY 


Question — How then 
(derived from the Veda) ? 
Answer — 


is Inference annulled by the Verbal Cognition 


TEXT (2108) 

“Inasmuch as the Veda has been placed in toe same posoton 
as Perception, it is stronger than, and hence sets 
aside, Inference ”—(2108) 


COMMENTARY 

Tine has been thus declared — “ The cognition derived from the words 
of the Veda is Perception, and Inference contrarv to Perception cannot be 
valid ” —(2108) 

Question —In what way is Verbal Cognition (derived from the Veda) 
stronger than Inference, — by virtue of whioh it is regarded as equal to 
Perception ? 

Answer — 

TEXTS (2109-2110) 

“ There is a decree of simplicity in the validity op Vebbal 
Cognition— due to the fact of its not seeding a Corroborative 
Instance, and to the absence of defects,— which is not 
fodnd in Inference Consequently, whenever there 
should be any doubt between Verbal Cognition 
and Inference, it is Verbal Cognition that 

SHOULD BE REGARDED AS STRONGER, AND THE 
MATTER DETERMINED ACCORDINGLY” 

-(2109-2110) 


COMMENTARY 

• Prarni naive ’—the Locative is to be construed with * IBghamm ' 

‘ Which is not found m Inference ’ , — because it needs a Corroboratin' 
Instance and because defects are possible in it , the defect being that it is 
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annulled by Cognition derived from tho Veda which is equal in authority to 
Perception — (2109-2110) 

The other party raises an objection — As a rule that alone is regarded as 
a ‘ Defect ’ in argument which is admitted by both parties ; in the case in 
question Revelation is nota means of valid Cognition, for the Buddhist, who 
posits only two Means of Cognition (Perception and Inference) , then how 
can there be an 1 annulment ’ of Inference by what, is not accepted as a 
Means of Cognition, — so far as the Buddhist is concerned '' 

The answer to this (from the Mimamsaka) is ns follows — 


TEXTS (2111-2116) 

While the Veda is clearly bringing about the cognition or 

THINGS, THE ASSERTION THAT ‘ IT IS NOT A MEANS OF COGNITION 
FOR ME SHOULD NOT BE MADE BY A TRUTHFUL PERSON, BY 
REASON OF SHEER MALICE It CANNOT CEASE TO BE A MEANS OF 

Cognition, on the ground that there is malice against it or 

BECAUSE IT IS NOT POPULAR , NOR CAN ANYTHING BECOME A MEANS 

of Cognition, on the ground that one likes it and it is popular 
Even those who are hostile to the Veda do not assert any 

REASON WHY IT SHOULD NOT BE A MEANS OF RIGHT COGNITION -BY 
WETUE OF WHICH THEY COULD BE REGARDED AS TRUTHFUL PEOPLE 

When people, who have been intent upon the study the 

RETENTION AND THE EXPOSITION OF THE VEDA AND UFON THE PER- 

— »» — ™o 

PERSONS WUfl DS ° F PALSITVj H0W CAK ™LY BE DETECTED BY 

PERSONS WHO HAVE KEPT THEMSELVES ALOOF FROM IT J IT IS ONLY 

abb fully conversant with a thing and who 

good and ba D P ™in°k TH 0 r AT CAN DETECT m 

ON THE OTHER HAND w-tm THOSE EVIL-MINDED PEOPLE 

— FAR REMOVED ’JoM « “ B “““ "» *«« 

BARE-FACEDLY SPEAK OF tot- DA ' HOTV can those PEOPLE 

—(2111-21101 00011 A1 ' DBAD POINTS IN THE VeDa * ” 


COMMENTARY 


or otherwise merely according to ^h T d ° bec0me «W**ad 

“r'O" ° f Q P lru on would set Id in ’ W VIrt " ° £ « the mere 
what „ estabhahed bv reason must hi tV ° £ Verbal Cognition, 

been .explained that the col*T h a °° epted by both Pities, it has 
regardmg Agwhotra, etc is £rom Veche deelarat.ons 

that ,, is nof a Means of Cogmfaof , ’ h ° W it be said 

of reason ”.-S uo h m bnef J " * ” ere ■"■** of yours, wholly 
what is meant by the Mlmamsaka 


devoid i 
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*01 papular ’ Peopled agreement confutes Us 


‘ Because it 
popuinntj 

zzzxzr? inp mv *- - 

#os«e to Brahman ’— 1 e. Hostile to the Veda Or * H r „!™ , 

SmSaoT Stend ‘ ns f ° r ths “ ee de ™ d 

Or, it may be that the Inference is not annulled by Verbal Cognition 
even so, the Proportion of the Buddh.st „ defective , because ,t is milled 
by 1 erception and other Means of Cognition ”, 

This is the idea expounded in the following — 


TEXT (2117) 

Then again, the etemahty and aU-pervastveness op the Word, is 

ESTABLISHED BE AUDITORY RECOGNITION ,—WHO, THEN, COULD 
EVER CONCEIVE or THE CONTRARY 1 ” 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows annulment by Perception 

For instance, at all times, the Word is recognised by Perception as 
‘ the same 1 , hence the etemahty of the Word is proved by this Becogmtion 
which is called ‘ Perception ’ — And being recognised as * the soma ’, m all 
places. Word is proved to be all -pervasive also — Under the circumstances, 
who could conceive of the contTarv— -of the said rlrrnahly and all-pervasiveness * 
— No one The * contrary ’ of etemahty and all-pervasneness would be non* 
etemahty and non-pervasiveness (respectively) — (2117) 

The position is summed up in the {allowing — 


TEXT (2118) 

From all this it follows that the fact of its remaining the 

SAME AT ALL TIMES AND AT ALL PLACES IS PROVED BY PERCEP- 
TIONAL Recognition , and this annuls it "—(2118) 


COMMENTARY 

• At aU times e m the past, present and future 
< Jt >_the • contrary ’ (spohen of m the preceding text) -(211 S) 
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The following Texts anticipate and answer the objection that Recognition 
is not infallible (not always true)— 


TEXTS (2119-2120). 


If it be tiered that — ■* in the case of such things as the Flame, 

IT IS FOUND THAT THOUGH IT EXISTS FOE ONE MOMENT ONLY, 
YET THESE IS RECOGNITION ’, — THE ANSWER IS THAT IT IS NOT 

so , what is recogm-sed in these cases is the universal, 

AND THAT IS ETERNAL, FOE US IN CASES WHERE-THEBE 
IS NOTION OF DIFFEBENCE IN BEGARD TO ANY 
ASPECT OF THE THING, ON ACCOUNT OF CERTAIN 
CIRCUMSTANTIAL CONDITIONS, — THEBE IS 

no Recognition, as is clear from 

THE NOTION OF DIFFERENCE " — 

(211SM5120) 

COMMENTARY. 


Such things ’ — this includes the cases of Hair, nails and grass, etc. 

which are cut and grow again, — as also that of water-falls ; as m these cases 
also there is Recognition that these are the same Hens and Nails, the «ame 
grasses, the water-fall, the same river-water and so forth. 

This is not right In all these case what is recognised is the Universal, 
—the commonalty— such as ' Eire ’ (m the case of the Lamp) and so forth ; 
and this Universal is held to he eternal , where then is there any falsity in 
our remiss The individual form of these things, which is evanescent, 
hat certainly is not recognised (as being the same) ; where then is there 
any falsity in our Premiss ? 

‘ In regard to any aspect ’—as in regard to the greater or less degree. 

ho,™ a T° Unl ° f Urtam ^^stantial conditions ’—the lesser degree 
homg due to going upward S 

**° Ehukhow that there is no Recognition in such cases ? 
the tnvse - clear f rom notion of difference ’, — it is deduced from 

0f the notlon of difference that there is m such cases— 


PrOC6edS t0 SW W the Proposition of the 
( gardmg Veda being non-eternal) is annulled by Inferences 
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TEXTS (2521-2130) 

“(J)ThE motions of the nrnnmiTT.ir „ 

™ POINT, PLACE, TIME Z ' “™» 

word, — THEY DO HOT Fwvr« ' ENVISAGE THE SAME COW- 

Ar w ' ENVISAGE SEVERAL WORDS, — BECAUSE THEY 

m" *, ,S ” ‘ °™ « »»„ Z ™ 

HAT ACTEARS AT THE PEBSBNT MOMENT — (2) THU NOTION OF THE 

™ AT APPEABED YESTEREAY entoaged ms same m 

lorrf, BECAUSE IT ENVISAGED THE COW-U.Ord,~XJKE THE NOTION 

rZ ZT T0 ' DAY ~ (31 Tms mTI ™ envisages that caw-mnl,- 

“ MS SAI ® SEASON, -LIND THE PREVIOUS NOTION - 

(4) Both notions engage the same cow-wrd,-^ the single 
notion -(5) All notions op the • Cow *, divergent as regards 

PLACE, TIME, ETC , ARE BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE SAME COW-WOrd 
—BECAUSE THEY ABE NOTIONS OF THE ‘ Cow LIKE THE SINGLE 

NOTION —(6) The cow-word that was uttered yesterday most 

EXIST TODAY ALSO, — BECAUSE IT IS ENVISAGED BY THE COGNITION 

OF THE cow-word , — LIKE THE SAME WORD UTTERED TODAY (7) THE 

cow-word THAT IS HEARD TODAY WAS HEARD BY ME YESTERDAY 
ALSO , FOR THE AFORESAID REASON, — LIKE THE WORD UTTERED 
YESTERDAY — (8) ALL SUCH WORDS AS ARE EXPRESSIVE MUST BE 
REGARDED AS LASTING A LONG TIME, — BECAUSE THEY BRING ABOUT 

the Cognition of the cognisable thing through the appre- 


hension OF RELATIONSHIPS, — EVERYTHING THAT DOES THIS HAS 
BEEN FOUND TO BE PERMANENT, — LIKE THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ' ASPECT 

OF Smol-e — (9) That which denotes things through the appre- 
hension OF RELATIONSHIPS CANNOT BE EVANESCENT, — BECAUSE IT 
MUST HAVE ITS RELATIONSHIP CONTINUING TILL THE TIME OF USE, — 
LIKE THE LIGHT OF THE LAMP AND THE LIGHTNING — THUS THE 

idea of Word-Sound being non-eternal is annulled by all 
these Inferences which must be admitted to be perfectly 
sound Consequently it becomes established that words are 
ETERNAL ” — (2121-2130) 


COMMENTARY 


“ (i) The notions that appear m connection with the individual words 
* Cow though divergent through diversities oi place, time, quick, middling 
and prolonged, and so forth, — all envisage the same word, — they do not 
envisage diverse words,-— because they all appear m the same form ‘ Com 

.like the notion of the cow word appearing at the present time 

•• Or, (2) Whenever there is notion of the word ‘ Oow ’, it roust be taken 
as referring to the word ‘Cow ’ appearing to day,— because it envisages the 
word ‘ Cow ’, — like the word appealing to-day , — the notion of the word 
appearing yesterday envisages the same word— This is thus a Reason based 
upon the nature of things. 



THE "REVEALED WORT) 


1005 


“ Or, (3) The ‘ subject ’ of the Inference may he the notion of the word 
appeannq to-day, — ‘ being envisaged by the notion of the word that appeared 
yesterday’ is the Proband urn, — ‘because it envisages the word’ is the 
Probans , — end * the notion of the word appearing yesterday ' is the Corro- 
borative Instance — This is the argument formulated in the words — ‘ Tim 
notion envisages, etc etc ’ — ‘ this notion ’ stands for the notion appearing 
to-day — ‘ That ' — the word ‘ Cow ’ apprehended by the Cognition of the 
word ‘ Cow ’ that appeared yesterday — ‘ For the same said reason ’ — i e 
* because it envisages the n ord Cow ’ 

“ Or, (4) Both — the notions appearing to-day and yesterday — envisage 
the same word, — because both envisage the word ‘ Cow ’ , — like the notion 
of the single word * Cow ’ — Tins argument is evpiesoed in the words ‘ Both, 
etc etc ' The Season lias not been stated m dotnil, ns it is woll-known. 

“ Or, (5) All notions of the universal * Cow — though divergent in 
regard to diversities of place, time, etc — are produced by the some word 
‘ Cow — because they are notions of the Co.v, — like the notion of the single 
H° w — la the previous argument, the ‘Subject’ (Minor Term) consisted 
of ‘ the notions envisaging the word 1 Cow — ' envisaging the same object. 1 
being the Probandum , while in the present argument, the notions envisaging 
the universal ‘ Cow ’ form the Minor Term, — and * bang produced by the 
same a ord Cow ’ is the Probandum , — this is the difference between the two 
arguments 

(6) The compound ‘ hyastanockcharana ’ means ‘ that which had its 
utterance yesterday’, —this mentions the Minor Term, ‘existing to-day’ 
is tbe Probandum The rest is easily understood 

(7) The word Cow ’ that is heard- to-day is the Minor Term , — ‘ was 

unIT te Z hy ’ 18 the Probaadu ® — ‘ Aforesaid i e. ‘ because it is appre- 

bended by the Cognition of the word Cow ’, is the Probans 

■ f <8) , aU SUCh woris as are repressive ’ is the Minor Term their 
the ^ 1 a tlme 18 t * le Probandum , — and * because they bring about 

co ® m8a, ^ e ^mg through the apprehension of relation- 
. m , 8 robans In the compound ‘ sambandhdnubhaia, etc ’ ‘ sam- 
!rrr r. ^^^napravartanam- ’ should be re- 

character 8 ’ m ? I ^ 0r ° 10,19 t,me ’ <l ua hfies ‘ lasting \ The * lasting 
the 6Sn Bre IS In re e ard to hme, not m regard to place, as m 

quahfvino t m ° W f ainS ’ t ^ llB 18 ' what 18 intended to be indicated by the 
Corroborative T V & l0Dg tune lf,e uramr sal aspect of Smoke ’ is the 

any contmmtv "f anCB ' ^ ' Speclfio mdividuality ’ of things cannot have 
OT oonoon:J1 tance, hence it is the ‘universal 
p U that ^ a8 the Corroborative Instance 

negat lv 66 evanescent ' , — this states the same argument 

j ® t.n theT M T U WUSt kaW ' e ‘ C etc ' — ^datvtka ’-till that tune, 
(2121-2130) ° l,Se ’ ^ ' nnmtta ’, — relationship — should continue” — 


imavbe a g objection is raised — In this way, the Jar and such things 
1 6 to ' 3e one only. F or instance, all notions of the individual 

i verse through divergence of Place, Time, etc must he regarded 
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as envisaging one and the same thing, and not as env.sag.ng several Hungs - 
because it appears in the form of • Jar \-l.ke the notion of (he Jnrappemng 
at the present moment , and so forth As a matter of fact, hone. er, rich 
one-ness of the Jar is neither desired nor vouched for bj perception Henco 
all the Reasonings set forth above mnst be regarded as Fahc (Fallacious) 

The answer to this objection (from the Mimamsala) is as follows •• — 


TEXTS (2131-2132) 

" & the one-ness of the Jar, that is urged as ah undesirable CON- 
TINGENCY, IS IN REFERENCE TO THE ' UNIVERSAL ASPECT ’,—THEN 
THE ARGUMENT IS SUPERFLUOUS — If HOIYEVER, ONE WERE TO 
URGE THE CONTINGENCY' OF THE individual JaRS BEING one, OR THE 
STRENGTH OF THE ABOVE ARGUMENTS, — THEN IT CAN BE POINTED OUT 
THAT SUCH AN IDEA -WOULD BE CONTRARY TO ALL FORMS OF RIGHT 

Cognition , because the multiplicity of Individuals has bf.ek 

DEFINITELY ESTABLISHED BY ALL MEANS OF RlOHT COGNITION, 

Sense-peroeftton and the rest "—(2131-2132) 


COMMENTARY 

If it win reference to the ’Universal ’—the ‘ genus ’, ‘ Jar ’—that, one ness 
18 sought to be proved by the above Beduciio ad Absurdvm, than, it. w super 
fluoua , as it has been declared-’ That aspect of the object « Inch is Unmrml. 
Common, ia eternal, the other aspect is held to he ponslmblo ' 

On the other hand, if the Reduetto ad Absu rrfum is mean! to prove the 
one-ness oi the Individual Jars, -even so, that does not falsify our 

srxi 

the aensa oi the passage. Proportion m question is 

■ Would be contrary, etc etc — tnar is, v 

The rest is easily understood —(2131-2132) 

Again, the 

’ Words are non-etemal is ann ; ,^V^ bolwMn tw0 thing. » 

Inference that he sets forth >s thomse i ve s must bo regarded n« »»!• 

nol-artxfieml (eternal), the two 8* a „ )(> re1n „ on o! 

artificial (eternal) ^8 £ * ^Jat.on m the form of the 

Verier and Denoted between ** rtw nature 

‘ Universal ’ is not-artifieial ,-hence this is 

of things ” 
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In the following Texts the Mimamaaka proceeds to show that the 
Reason hero adduced (that the relation batwnon the Word and its Denota- 
tion is eternal) is not * inadmissible ’ ! — 


TEXTS (2133-2135) 


“ If the Relationship in question were artificial (set up foe the 
occasion), then, as the particular use will have become 

ACCOMPLISHED AND COME TO AN END, — IT WOULD BE APPLICABLE 
TO THAT ONE PARTICULAR CASE ONLY, AND WOULD NOT BE UNIVERSAL 
IN ITS APPLICATION In THE Cow THEBE IS A COMMINCL1NG OP 
SEVERAL FACTORS — SUCH AS THE ‘ EARTH ’, ‘ SUBSTANCE ’, ‘ BEING 

' Tail ’ and so forth, — there could be no definite idea of the 

‘ Cow ’ EXCEPT THROUGH FREQUENT REPEATED USAGE — FROM THIS IT 

FOLLOWS THAT THE WORD IS not- artificial , AND IT NEVER PERISHES, 

BECAUSE IT HAS AN ETERNAL RELATIONSHIP WITH AN ETERNAL 
ENTITY— LIKE the Alaska and THE Atom."—[SHokavdrtila~ 
Eternauty of Words, 359-361] — (2133-2135) 


COMMENTARY 


Tf ti, Sei i5 0 retpures reading ‘ Irtnmatve eh a sambandhasya ’ 
use w il l,! I T al, ° nsh ‘P artificial, then, -inasmuch ns the particular 
Zet 8CC ° mpllShed '~ C omo to an end, -the Word would have 

would not he ’ honc< ; tbe relationship between the Word and its meaning 
-Whv ?— TO T ~ l 6 appbcable t0 aU uses °f the Word at all tunes 
i e it would annwt 1 W ° uld 1,6 a PP IlGable to that one particular case only ; 
tan f^ZTT tU!UUl ° 0W ° nlV In SUppOTt tb * a ^esJp. 
the Universal ‘ Cow ’ en sove ‘' aI Cows are there before one even though 

understood l the uZZaf ^ t" 8 “ a Smgle 5ndmd " al Oow, what is 
and this « ould Cow ^ extracted from the word ‘ Cow ’ , 

not be possible '! thp Word were not ' there— Why it would 

factors, etc etc ’—This pT m ^ Wordfi ‘ There ts a commingling of several 
‘ For these, rmmvi, * e T nptlon ls baBed u P OI > the authority of Words 
* With an 2 , W mnn0t b “ aH ’ ficUl1 ’ ~ Th ' s ,ums up thp Inference 
mun thB ° bj60t named 'Com- 

«Ut.onahipof AtoLatni?r W n 0 K 

p oma with Alaska, which is eternal. — (2133-2136) 
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TEXTS (2136-2138) 

‘I^SWCS AS m Won, heard but once, envisages severe 
mversals Iv AK ™>t, it cannot definitely 

PORT TO ITS 0W5 SPECIFIC DENOTATION, AS DISTINGUISHED PHOT 
THE OTHEB * CSlVIESAIS— (UKTH. IT HAS BEEN USED SEVERAL 
TRIES) —AS A SCATTER OP FACT, THE WORD ‘ Cow 5 WOULD GET AT 

THE specific denotation op the particular ‘ Universal ’ < Cow ’ 

ONES- AFTER A LONG TIME WHEN IT HAS BEEN HEARD SEVERAL TIMES, 
AND HAS THEREBY EXCLUDED THE" OTHER OnnCTStjls — ‘ liTTtSG 

Beings’, 'the quality or Whiteness’, the action or ‘siom-o’, 
the Unhersak ‘Dewlap’, ‘Tail’, and also the Indmduak, 

THE ‘Cow OF VARIEGATED COLOUR THE ‘ HORNLESS COW ’ AND 
THE LIKE, — WHICH ARE DIVERSE Hr REASON OF THEIR INDIVI- 
DUAL peculiarities ”• — [Shhhaiatlila — Etebnality of Words — 
364-36G]~(2136-2138) 


COMMENTARY, 

This has been thus explained m the Bhasya (of Shabara, on Sfl I 3 19) 
— “ If the word ‘ Cow ’ is eternal, it is the same word that is uttered many 
times and has heen previously heard also several tiroes, as applied to other 
individual Cows , and thus bv a process of positive and negative concomitance 
the Word comes to be recognised as denoting the particular Vnncreal , for 
this reason also, the Word roust he eternal ” 

‘ Individuals uhich are diverse, etc etc’ — is distinguished bv their 
respective peculiarities , their diversity is based upon their being cognipcd 
as different from one another Hence the compound ‘ evastanibandhaniih 
is to be expounded to mean ‘which have their diversity based upon the 
cognition of their respect ire peculiarities * 

‘ TJavinq excluded ’ has to be construed with all those— (2? 39-2138) 

The following might he urged (against the MUnfSmwht) —If the Word 
get at it* denotation aftera long time —even *o. how doe* it become pro\ed 
that the Word exists for all time ’ 

The answer to this is as follows — 
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TEXTS (2139-2140) 


" And if the Word existed for such a long time, who could destroy 
IT after that'!— [ShlokavdTtika— Eternauty of Words— 367] — 

Eor another reason again it is not possible for the 
Word to be destroyed In the case of the Jar and 
other things, it is understood that they would 

BECOME DESTROYED EITHER THROUGH DECAY OR 
THROUGH SOME WEAPON , THERE IS NO SUCH 
CAUSE BY WHICH THE WORD COULD BE 
DESTROYED ” (2139-2140) 

COMMENTARY 

« For such a long time \ — 1 e during which time it denotes its own meaning 
alter excluding so many other factors. 

Says the Opponent — In the case of the Jar, etc it is found that though 
they continue to exist for a long time, yet they come to be destroyed by the 
stroke of a stick or some such thing , the same may be the case with Word 
also 

The answer to this is — “ For another reason, etc etc ” — ‘ Bhuyah ’ 
— again. 

Things like the Jar undergo destruction either by decay or by the stroke 
of some weapon , there is no such cause for the destruction of the Word — 
Why’ — Because the Word is incorporeal, while the Jar and other things 
are corporeal — (2139-2140) 


It has been declared (uuder Text 2131. above) as follows • — 1 If the one- 
ness of the Jar, that is urged as an undesirable contingency, is in reference to 
the Universal aspect, then the argument is superfluous — If however, one w ere 
to urge the contingency of the Individual Jars being one, on the strength of 
the above arguments, tnen it can be pointed out that such an idea would be 
contrary to all Forms of Right Cognition ’ — What has been saiU there is 
equally applicable to the present case • For instance— If the one-ness urged 
is in regard to the ‘ Universal’ aspect of the ‘ ga ’ and other letters (com- 
posing the word “ Gavh'), then it is superfluous, and so forth, all the rest 
of it may be repeated Because m view of the diversity of Place, Time 
and Speaker, the Individual Letters — Go and the rest are many , and it is 
in these that the * Universal ’ Cow subsists , and m the same way, the 
Universal aspect of tlie letter ‘ go ’ is held to subsist m the individual 
letter ; so the two cases are exactly similar m all aspects (and on the same 
grounds that the individual jars cannot all be the same the individual word 
* Cow or the individual letter 1 ga ’, cannot all be the same] 

Anticipating this argument, tlie Mimamsaha ofiers the following 
answer . — 
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TEXT (2141) 

" Even though there are differences of Place, Time and User,— 

THERE IS NO DIVERSITY IN THE LETTER ‘ (Ja ’ AND THE REST , 

as the ‘Recognition ’ in their case is w.e<» 

AND DISTINCT ” — (2141) 

COMMENTARY 

From Perception, m the sliapB of Recognition, it is proved that the 
Individuals (letters) are one , — Inference can have no validity, as against 
Perception , Perception being the highest of all Means of Right Cognition 
Such is the sense of the text — (2141) 


Objection — Diversity of the Letters ia proved by such diversities in their 
pronouncing as fast, middling, slow and so forth , under the circumstances, 
how can it bo said that their Recognition as being the same is clear and 
distinct 1 

The Answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2142) 

"Even when there is diversity in the pronunciation being fast, 
eto., the Individual letter ‘ go , ’ is not clearly cognised 

AS AN ESTABLISHED ENTITY, DISTINGUISHED FROM THE 
OTHER INDIVIDUAL LETTER * ga — [Shloka- 

varhka — Sphota, 22] — (2142) 

COMMENTARY 


< Established ’ — not merely conceived or fancied 
‘ Distinguished ’—distinct, separate, different 

‘Ga-vagaUi's tends for ' gaUravyaUi', the Individual letter-sound 

recognition of the Individuals 1 

The answer (of the Mitnamsaka) to tins is as follows 
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TEXT <2143) 

“ The Individual Letter * Ga ' has no existence apart from the 

SUBSTRATUM OF THE UNIVERSAL ‘ Go — BECAUSE IT CAN 
NEVER BE APPREHENDED BY ANY COGNITION OTHER THAN 
THAT OF ‘ Qa — JUST LIRE THE UNIVERSAL ‘ Ga ’ 
POSTULATED BY THE OTHER PARTY ” — [Shloka- 

vartika — Sphola, 32] — (2143) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Ganyabuddhyamrupyatvat ’—Because it u> not apprehended— cognised 
— by any cognition except that of the letter 1 Go ’ 

' the Universal, etc etc ’ — Because the view of the other party is 
that * Universal d are without upiversals * - — (2143) 


TEXT (2144) 

“The same conclusion could be proved on the ground of its 
being A Letter, like the letter ‘ Kha ’ —As a matter of fact 
THE CONTRARY OF THIS IS NEVER PERCEIVED , HENCE 
THE SAID CONCLUSION OANNOT BE SAID TO 

BE ANNULLED BY PERCEPTION ” [Skloka- 

vartika — SpJiota, 34]— (2144) 


COMMENTARY 

Umv'eS: 3 "" CW,W<Cm '- t!l8 d8t! ‘ a ' ° f th ° ‘^-dua. • Ga ' apart from the 
The argument may be formulated as follows —The Letter ■ > 

Of what is concomitant with the Contrar’y -aT’ bema Stt “ ' apprehens,on 
^omitant with the contrary of 

worf" P r eptl ° n “ 

• — • two — 1 DrJLm*. 7~ con trary stands for 


-(2144) 


Terence between the two-.^“p^^ 

The following might be ureed —The , ,, 

as addressed to the Buddhjst Because 1 ed 18 ^flnons, 

to be based upon • the exclus.on of othem ’ A ° nSneSS ’ 18 heW by h ™ 
the shape of • Ga * as apart from the ted ’vfd f Up ° n 8ny UmvereaI m 
Universal ‘Ga’ is denied as a distant ’ S ° that 6Ven whea the 

does not become established onthe basl of fh d ’ ° f the Letter 

based upon the ■ exclusion of others ? h ^ ° f 0ne ' Dess ’-—as it is 



1012 


TATTVASANGBAHA CHAPTER XXIV 


This object ion n> nnlictpatcd and answered (by the Mimarmaka) m the 
following — 


TEXTS (2146-2146) 

“Tin: i.stitv i> nih iorm oi thf ‘Letter’ is admitted by both 
Parti i s , it is only right therefore that ‘ eternality ' and 

OTHER CHAR UTTERS, — •WHICH ARE ATTRIBUTED TO AN ASSUMED 
I.NTITi, — SHOULD BE ATTRIBUTED TO WHAT IS ADMITTED 
BY BOTH PAETIFS THUS IT FOLLOWS THAT THE ONE 
IDEA ARISES OUT OK THE ONE-NESS OF THE LETTER 
As ItFOARDS THE IDEAS OF PECULIAR FEATURES, 

THAT W OULD BE DUF TO THE DIVERSITY IN 
THE CHARACTER OF THE MANIFESTING 

agency ” — [ShlolavartiLa — Sphota, 

IS, 23] -(2145-2146) 


COJDIENTARY 


» \vh\ is it that leaving aside tho Letter itself,— which is admitted by 
both parties, — such characters ns ‘ eternnhty ‘ multiplicity ‘ pervasive- 
ikss ’ and the rest arc attributed to an nssuroed entity, m the shape of t e 
■ exclusion of others ’.—as is dear from such assertions as * tho class and the 
property thus become determined > * The nght thing to do would be to 
attain, to all these to what is ndm.tted by both part.es, as otherwise there 
would be tho necessity of assuming much that is never perceived at aU 
— Honco it follows that tho Recognition of the Letter as one and the same 

must be due to the one-ncss of tho Lettor itself , 

QucsU on — If that is so, then how could there be such diverse notions 

■— °* 

0 „ “* “ - 

iapoakor) — (2145-2140) 

„ rtf wi Air is never apprehended by the Ear, conjunction 
As a matter of fact, Air -i heQSlble by the Ear , under 

,„,d disjunctions also of th ®^ r 1S app rehended, how can 

tho circumstances, unless the ma 6 8 . until the Light is 

the inamjcstc'l (property) bo apprehended lEorexampl 

seen, there .s no perception of t e Jar lUu Oppolien t of the 

With the nboie idea m nis minu, t l 

urges the following objection — 
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TEST (2147). 

1 

Orb for whom both are amenable to auditory perception could 
have THE DUAL NOTION , FOR YOU HOWEVER, THE pitch (OP THE 
LETTER-SOUND) BEING BEYOND THE SENSES, HOW COULD THE 
SAID PECULIAR FEATURES BE DUE TO THE pxicll *— 

[Shlofcavarfaka — Sphota, 38] — (2147) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘One /or whom i e the Grammarian and others according to whom 
the manifesto consists of the letter-Sonnd in the form of gho?a (articulation), 
not of the conjunctions and disjunctions of Air,— for such men both, tlio 
Manifested (lotto -Sound) and the Mamf ester (articulation), are apprehended 
by auditory perception , for such people, there may be tho two notions,— 
the notion of all as one, and also the notion of the peculiarities of the pitch, 
etc. But for you, the Mimdmsala, how could the Pitch, which is in the form 
of the conjunctions and disjunctions of Air, bring about the notion of the 
peculiarities, — us such Pitches, etc are not perceptible by the Ear ? (2147) 


To tlio above objection, tho MimamtaJca makes tho following answer .- 


TEXT (2148). 

' Some people assert that when a Word-Sound is cognised by the 

EAR AS AFFECTED BY THE DEGREE OF THE PITCH, — THEN IT IS 
THAT THERE IS APPREHENSION OF THE PECULIAR DEGREE 
OF PITCH, BROUGHT ABOUT ON ACCOUNT OF ITS 
BEING MINED UP WITH THE WORD-SOUND ” 

— [Shlokavdrtila — Sphola, 30] — (2148) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Taitiipashtesa ’ — being mixed with the Word-Sound 
‘ Tasya ’ — of tho Pitch 
‘ Bodhah ’ — apprehension 
1 ° 



1014 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER XXIV 


* Some people assert ' — What these people mean is that, though pure 
Pitch by itself is not apprehended by the Ear, yet when it is mixed up with 
Sound, it does become so apprehended , and hence the dual notion comes 
about. — (2148) 


Tho following Text justifies the dual notion, oven under the view that 
thore is no apprehension of the Pitch . — 


TEXT (2149) 

« Ob, thebe may be bo apprehension op these (Pitches) , it is only 
the cognition of the Word-Sound that is brought about 

THROUGH THE PITCH As FOB THE DEGREES OF THE PITCH,— 

IN THE SHAPE OF INTENSITY, ETC — THEY ABE COGNISED, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE IMPRESSIONS (MADE BY THE 
SOUND-FITCH).” — [SHokavarULa — Sphota, 40] 

— {2149) 


COMMENTARY. 

■ Te$am ’—of the Pitches ; consisting of the conjunctions and disjunctions 
of Aiy . 

Question —How can there be a cognition of the Manifested when tne 

Manifester is not cognised ? , .. . . , „ 

Answer.— ‘It is only, etc etc. ‘ TadvafSt —through the Pitch, i.e 

by the mere presence of the Pitch 

Question -There may be apprehension of the mere fojm of the ori 
Sound how is there the apprehension of the degrees of the Pitch ? 

A^r -‘They are cognised, etc ete. ’ ,-When the more intensive 

Ear. — (2149) 

*. .. op P o„.- ra . ■« f 

to you, mthe Manifester, not in the “® ot : 

fore would be unapprehended because t e V[ ^ degrees 0 f Pitch in the 

under the circumstances, Until the Water 

Manifester how could one attribute it ^ Bp0 n— the Mirage T 

has been apprehended, it is not attributed f- jmpo . s !r “5,__ 

The answer to this (from the MimamsaU) is as foBo . 
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TEXTS (2150-2153) 

‘ Those who have theib mimds perverted by the disorders of 
bile perceive the sweet as Inllci, and while as yellow, — those 
who are running fast, or sailing in a boat, mistake the Hill 

AND OTHER OBJECTS TO BE MOVING , THOSE WHO HAVE APPLIED THE 
FAT OF THE FROG TO THEIR EYES MISTAKE THE PIECE OF BAMBOO TO 
BE A SERPENT — In THE SAME MANNER, THROUGH THE HIGHER AND 
LOWER INTENSITIES OF THE INDIVIDUALS, PEOPLE HAVE THE IDEA 

OF THE Universal AS being the substratum of those intensities 
— Just as, in the oases cited, people have the ideas (of bitter- 
ness, ETC ) without having any perception of their causes (in 

THE SHAPE OF THE DISORDERED BILE, ETC ) — SO, IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION, WITHOUT COGNISING THE VARYING DEGREES OF PITCH IN 
THE MaNIFESTER, THERE WOULD BE A MISTAKEN IDEA OF THESE 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE MANIFESTED ” — [ShlokaVarlllm — Sphota, 

41-44] —(2150-2153) 


COMMENTARY 

Through the disorders of Bile, people apprehend the sweet tlimg as 
bitter, without having any idea of the character of the Bite similarly 
while running fast or sailing fast on a boat, people are led to the mistaken 
notion of the Hill and other objects moving along ,— similarly when one applies 
the fat of the frog to Ins eyes, he perceives bamboo-pieces as serpents 
similarly, through the varying degrees of intensity in the Individuals, people 
have the idea of the Universal as being the substratum of those degrees , 
‘ Bem! ? ’ b0m g the Jaigest, highest. Universal, and the ‘ Cow ’ and the like 
being the lesser, smaller. Universal -If it were not so, then, being eternal 
and olZ-pemmte, all Universal would be equal, and m that case to what 
could the largeness 1 or ‘ smallness ’ of the Universal be due ’—Hence the 
conclusion is that— just as people have the notion of Bitter m con- 
nection with the Sweet thing, without having any notion of the Bile to which 

H h “ T EC r Cef !s 0r ; ^ dUe '~ £0 ak0 - 111 thB «« m question, without 
t Qdmg 3 gSr ° r SmMel mtensit y “ Manifested poopte would 

ave .^r°rrr of these m °°“° n ^ ** «./- sound. 

is mreferomTlotlT^T 4 “T"'" 9 ’ 1 the sec l uence of nominative agent 

83 ° n ° £ ’ : otherwise the Pastpart.oipial 

atns Ktva would not be possible — (2150-2153) 1 

intensity that ?° W d ° y ° U falOW tbat tbe ldea of Barger and Smaller 
Circumstances TLkZtZyT 
Answer (from the Mimamsaka) •— y 
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TEXTS (2154-2155) 

“ The distinction in the Letter itself into short, etc would be 

CONTRARY TO THE DOCTRINE OF ETERNALCTY (OF WORDS) ; FOR, HOW 

can the Letter, which is ever present, be said to be' 
measured by duration % Consequently, it is the articula- 
tion of the Letter that should be regarded as 
measured by duration, for one or two moments ; 
the Letter itself cannot be measured by 
duration. ” — [Shlol-amrtila — Sphofa, 50-51]. 

— *(21o422oo) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Short, tony, etc ' The 1 etcetera ’ includes the Long, the ultra-long, 
the High Pitch, the Low Pitch, the Middling Pitch, and the * Sodja ' and 
other musical notes. 

• Would be contrary, etc etc.’— That is, because the Elernahty of the Letter 
haa been established by Recognition- — (2154-2155) 

In the following text, the Opposite view is put forward— that the said 
‘ manifestation ’ cannot be admitted — 

TEXTS (2156-2157) 

The manifestation of Word-Sound by Articulation is sot possible 
THAT MANIFESTATION COULD BE DUE TO THE EMBELLISHMENT EITHER 

of the Sound itself, or of the Sense-organ concerned, or 
OF both. If it were the Sound that was embellished, 
then it would be cognised by all as so embellished ; 

and IT BEING miFAHTITE AND ALL-PERVADING 

there could be no embellishment of it in 
any farts — (2156-2157) 


COMMENTARY. 

, nf the Word-Sound by the conjunctions and 

If there were h the emheUls h.nent 0 f the Sound itself, 

ace> ; a® lfc S oes everywhere Sound becomes embellished 

-—rrrJsa- - a- 
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It might be argued that — as the substratum of the Sound vanes, there 
could be embellishment of it, even though it is -without parts, — through that 
diversity of substratum 

The answer to the above is as follows : — 


TEXT (2158). 

Nor can there be determination of the embellishment through 

THE DIVERSITY OF STJB STRATUM , BECAUSE SOUND HAS NO 
SUBSTRATUM AT ALL, — IXKE Alaska, AND Soul. (2158) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because Sound is all-porvadmg, like Alaska and Sovl , — it is without 
substratum — (2158) 

Says the other perty — As a matter of fact Sound is a quality of Alaska, 
and qualities always subsist in the Substance to which they belong ; so that 
Alaska would be the substratum (or recoptaele) of Sound 
The answer to this is as follows : — 


TEXT (2159) 


If Alaska is the substratum, — even so, A kasha itself being 

WITHOUT FARTS, THERE COULD BE NO EMBELLISHMENT 171 part, 
BECAUSE THE WORD-SOUND IS ALWAYS COGNISED AS 
A WHOLE —(2159) 


COMMENTARY. 

„ J he **i ld / 4 ®’ ta bemg TOth0Ut P arts ’ the diversity in the embellishment 
d n /^° du<: t0 the diver8lfc y of the parts of the substratum, 
is rlivf.^;,tJ >PQIrent arguBS thu3 — Though Alaska is without parts, yet there 
have ' the 7 ?!™!” 8 Substanoe3 oommg into contact with Alaska ; eg. we 
of m J " r ’ “ nd S ° f0rth ’ S ° that tha within the 

tZZ ! W ° Uld be &om that within another man’s 

construed” u-irtT fh Z~‘ 1We ** etc etc ’-this is to be 

sen so beint? thnf ^ f ^ ere covld be 710 embellishment m part * ; the 

and such on Inn Z *”* " ^ ******* as being without parts 
<o only one pZ aZZiZZ^Z-ZZ^ * ^ 


The following text 


sums up the argument and shows how it is as stated 
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TEXT (2160). 

In ASJWT7CH as Sound exists as a whole pervading over the entire 

Ahlsha, IT COULD NOT be cognised as a whole, if it were 
EMBELLISHED IN PART. — (2160) 

COMMENTARY. 

As n. matter of fact, the Word-Sound pervades over the entire Alii.iha , 
and hence the whole of it could not bo cognised if it were embellished only 
in part — (2100) 

The Mimamsala's Opponent now sets forth objections against, the view 
that the embellishment pertains to the Sense-organ [the second alternate a 
view suggested under Texts 2156-2157, regarding the variations of Sound 
being due to embellishments, m the shape of the conjunctions and disjunc- 
tions of Sound] — 


TEXTS (2161-2162) 

Under the view that the Auditory Organ consists of Alasha, 

AS THE ORGAN WOULD BE ALL-PERVADING, IT WOULD BE EQUALLY 
IN CONTACT WITH ALL THINGS , SO THAT EVEN WEEN THE SOUND 
IS PRODUCED FAB OFF, IT SHOULD BE HEARD HERE — In 

this way tee Auditory Organ also would be one 

ONLY FOR ALL LIVING BEINGS , HENCE AT THE TIME 
THAT ONE PERSON HEARS A SOUND, ALL MEN 
SHOULD HEAR IT — (2161-2162) 


COMMENTARY 

There are some people who hold that the Auditory Organ consists 
of AkSsha , under this view, as Alasha is one and all-pervading, it would bo 
m equal contact with all Sounds, and hence it should ^ to hea 

Sounds at a distance also -The Auditory Organ also would **»"**£ 
same for all living beings , hence when one of them hears a sound, (hat sound 
shouldbe heard by all of them , because the Auditory Organ is one and the 
samelr all It should be added also that if one man does not hear 
no man should hear it — ( 2161 - 2102 ) 

ti. 

as conditioned by the tjnnpanum cmMlishcd b^ tll0 

„ „» Sound d«d — r~" 

tympanum, -there would ‘ aU-porvading. the Organ would be m 

visits; - (» «•* w - -* '"* 

Organ for all living beings 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXT (2163). 

As Akasha is -without parts, the Auditory Organ could not consist 
OF AknsJia AS CONDITIONED BY MERIT AND DEMERIT, — WHICH 
IS ESSENTIAL FOR THE TWO LIMITATIONS REFERRED 
TO ABOVE — (21G3) 

COMMENTARY 

For that which is impartite, there CELT! be no parts, by virtue of which a 
certain part of AkilsJia could constitute the Auditory Organ 

‘ The two limitations ’—the limitation that the contact of the Organ with 

all-Sounds cannot be the same, and that there are several Auditory Organs 

Or the • two limitations ’ may be those relating to the apprehension and non- 
apprehension of Sound — (2163) 


TEXTS (2164-2165). 

Further, the Auditory Organ, once embellished, should bring 

ABOUT THE COGNITION OF ALL SOUNDS ; WHEN THE EYE IS OPENED 

FOR seeing the Jar, it does not fail to apprehend the 
Cloth —This same contingency may be urged also in 
connection with the Remembrance of the thing 
(Sound) , as the embellishment appertains, 

WITHOUT DISm-CTION, TO THE SAME SPACE ’ 

in AJcwsha — (2164-2165) 


commentary. 


00^^“^ ° rga “ M 1-d to the 

apply m common to all Sounds '’TnTti l™ 16 * 1 ’’ “ the Said 0rgan wotlld 
pervasive, would be oeeuuvme th’ becausa ths Sounds, being all- 

It rmeht hi ° ° “ P r e the same P e «eptible place 

Speaker has embellished theltdlto^^ **“ f™ p0se of co 8 mhon that the 

...» — ^ iZEssEsz rxr - 
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The answer to this is — ‘ When the eye is opened, etc etc ’ — ■* It does not 
fail to apprehend ' — i e. it does apprehend , that is, on account of the per- 
ceptibility of the place being equal 

Question — Wliy has the word 1 all ’ been introduced ? 

Answer — * As the embellishment appertains, etc etc. ’ — All Sounds, being 
nll-pervndmg m character, occupy the same space in Alaska , hence their 
embellishment also should be without distinction 

In some places, the reading is * samslaro hyamskesatah ’ In that ease 
the particle ‘hi’ stands for ‘because’, — ‘ atnshlqatah’ stands for ‘ amshS- 
sena ’ , hence flic meaning comes to be — Because the embellishment has been 
produced in Sounds without distinction, — on account of their occupying the 
same space, — therefore it should be possible for all Sounds to be apprehended 
(at the same time) — (2164-2165) 


The following might he urged — Though the embellishment appertains 
to all Sounds equally,— yet that Word-Sound alone is netually apprehended 
which the hearer desires to apprehend, — none other. 

The answer to this is as follows « — 


TEXT (2166) 

The embellishment, when rr comes, -wotted come about by the 
removal of the immobile Air-envelope , and it has been 
found that -when the covering envelope is removed, 

THE APPREHENSION OP WHAT HAS BEEN THERE FOLLOWS 

(as a matter op course) — ( 2166) 


COMMENTARY 


Air which envetopesRound, i e produced by the Air proceeding from 

that Conjunctions and Bisection P ^ ^ p, RJimctl0n , bring about 

the Speaker’s mouth ; these 3 Temova j 0 { the Air covering is what is 
the removal of the said Air-env pe , cannot mean thestrengtben- 

- — - n,ways of 

one and the same form 
What if it is so ? 
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* It has been found, etc etc ’ — ' Found ’ in scriptures and alBO m common 
experience ; e g. when the enveloping darkness is removed, the Jar that 
is there, — even though its perception may not he desired, — becomes perceived, 
because it lies in a perceptible spot — (2166) 

[The following might be urged] — It has been asserted (in Text 2157) 
that 1 if Sound were embellished, it would bo heard by all ’ ; but thiR incon- 
gruity does not arise, because even a single Sound may bo embellished for 
one man, while not-embellished for another , just ns the samp woman, 
through difference in relationship, mav bo mother to one and davqhter to 
another person. 

The answer to this is as follows • — 


TEXT (2167) 

The Word-Sotted being one, m cannot be regarded as both 
emheUislml and not embellished , so that only one condition 

SHOULD BE ADMITTED,— NO MATTER WHETHER IT BE 
COGNISED, or not cognised, by all — (2167) 

COMMENTARY. 

• : -*«*« • - 

OTonot dtfler from tha , n , », bewimetha 

~ f'- “ — ci-SSi" HZZzizr' T' “ 

regards the case of one and th« . e} mmt ° e one only. — As 

-there it is the name only that diffe^Mt^he th n Molhcr nnfI Daughter, 
case m question, the difference is not mlr 1 ” S ‘ ?e f 1 Tr},,ls W the 

ns equally perceptible by ad men , whence fee Zld noth' 
non-perception at the same time and »», v “ * be P erc «P*ion and 

a thmg of its innate capacity for effective aetmn ™ de P nve 

hy ^oTyZottTl k that 14 fa P--PM* 

~ m lte and non^r p fe Sfe * "*"« “ 

the « of the particular person, concerned * by reaS ™ of 

-tiiio cannot db so if , 

manatonetime.itwouldneverbe^ltSbylum^b^ 01 perce,ved b y » 

Hence, m order to preserve the one r ^“;~ butsuehl8n °tthecase. 
t-oa should beaccepted-le^her tbl LirZ Z ^ ™ 

bB * fef ““ 

‘ ml » one etc etc '_ (2I67) 

‘ there is ^SaL^^oth^oTd Zd f & thc ™ b a< 

toe view set forth under Ten tusrZl ^e-organ ’ (the fed alterns- 
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TEXT (2168). 

The objections that have Been urged against each op the other 

TWO VIEWS ARE APPLICABLE TO THE VIEW THAT THERE IS EM- 
BELLISHMENT oe both Thus it is not possible in 

ANY WAY THAT THERE SHOULD BE ANY 

nuimfester op the Sound.— -(2168) 

COMMENT ABY. 

‘ To each of the two views ' — that there is embellishment of the Sound and 
there is embellishment of the Sense-organ The objections that have been 
urged against these are applicable to the view that there is embellishment of 
both. 

• Thus, etc. etc ’—This sums up the whole criticism (against the Mimam- 
saka's view) 

The following texts set forth the MimSmsaka’e answer to the above 
criticism (set forth m Tacts 2150 to 2168) . 


TEXT (2169). 

“The Author op the Bhasya has expounded the answer to the 

ABOVE,— ON THE BASIS OP THE IDEA THAT THE EMBELLISHMENT 
PERTAINS TO THE AUDITORY ORGAN. THE DIVERSITY 
IN THE HEARING BY DIPFERENT PERSONS 
IS ALSO DUE TO THE DIVERSITY OP 
THE ORGAN.” — (2169) 


COMMENTARY 

. , . A . _This is what has been said by him (in 

^l l SForl who holds that the Conjunctions 
’labara-Bhasya on 1 1 ,'7 , , the Wor d, the said incongruity (of 

id Disjunctions manifest (not pr ) p - ( j tra ) does not arise. 

» Word uttered in Srughna one place do not 

ecause the Conjunctions and D.sju organ at a distance 

. ‘.ZZSSS&ZZ z ■— ** 

^ » «- *— —* - »* “ i *“ “ 

manifestation of something else ? 

Answer (by the Mimamsaha) 
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TEXT (2170). 

« just as the Lamp is regarded as the manifester of the Jar, through 
THE AID THAT IT AFFORDS TO THE EyE,-SO <IN THE CASE OF THE 
Word-Sound) the Articulation would be the manifester 
(of the Sound) through the impression that it makes 
hton the Auditory Organ ” — { ShlokavSrlika 
Eternality of Words, 42] — (2170) 


COMMENTABY. 

Just as the Lamp becomes the manifester of the Jar, through the help it 
accords to the Eye, so the Articulation also, would be the manifester of 
the Sound through the embellishment of— impression upon— the Auditory 
Organ • — (2170) 

Says the Opponent —It has to be explained in what way the Articulation 
brings about the embellishment of the Auditory Organ, which is an accom- 
plished entity 

Answer (from the Mlmdmsaha) — 


TEXT (2171) 

“ Thebe should not be any such question as to the form in which 

THE EMBELLISHMENT IS MADE , AS THAT QUESTION CAN BE SIMILARLY 

raised in the case of the production (of the Word, in 
the Ear) , as in that case also, the capacity (of the 

THINGS CONCERNED) IS BEYOND SENSE-PERCEPTION ” 

[ Shlokavartika — Eternality of Words, 43] — 

(2171) 

COMMENTABY 

' That question can be, etc etc ’ — The said question can be raised, with 
equal reason, m regard to the view that 1 there is production of Sound in the 
Ear ’ Under the view that Sound is produced (not manifested) by its causes, 
the said question could be raised, — 1 in what form does the Articulation, 
which consists m Conjunctions and Disjunctions of Air, — or anv other cause — 
produce the Sound ? ’ — Because in that case also, — i e in the case of the 
production of Sounds being brought about, — the capacity of the causes of 
the Sounds would be beyond the reach of Sense-perception , and so it is 
m the case of the view that Sounds are manifested (not produced) So the 
question can bo raised, with equal reason, m regard to both the views — 
(2171) 

Question — If the Capacity is beyond the reach of the Sense-organs, — 
how then can it be admitted T 

Answer (from the MimumsaJca) — 
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TEXT (2172) 

“ Why should any question or objection be raised against the 
Capacity op things, Which is always inferable from its effects » 
And the only proof for it lies in the fact that the 
particular effect appears only when the particular 
Capacity is there ” — [SMoLnvarlila — Eternality 
of Words, 44] — (2172) 

COMMENTARY 

Whether it be the capacity to manifest, or the capacity to embellish , — 
m al] eases, whatever capacity is there can always be inferred from its effects ; 
henoo no question or objection can be raised against it 

Question — What is that effect which leads to the inference of the 
Capacity ? 

Answer — ‘ And the only proof, etc etc ‘ TadbhSve’ —when the Articula- 
tion is there,— then alone is 1 tadbhdmto ’— i e the appearance of the effect, 
in the shape of the cognition of the Sound ; this is the only proof for the 
existence, m the Articulation, of the capacity to manifest the Word-Sound ; 
—that is, from the effect, m the shape of the cognition of Sound, there is 
inference of the said capacity 

• 0n iy ’—this is meant to preclude the idea of production — <2I7A) 

The following Text sums up the position : — 


TEXT (2173) 

“ Thus the conclusion is that it is by means of the imperceptible 
Capacity alone that these (articulations) impart an im- 
perceptible Capacity to the Sense-organ concerned and 
thereby appear AS causes of the manifestation (of 
the Word-Sound) ’’-[Shlolamrtiha- Eternality of 
Words, 45] — (2173) 

COMMENTARY 
From all this it follows 

5-5* •sr-'tur; -s— • •- — - 

Sounds ’.which has to be added —(21/3) 

Quartern -W, — to "' n " " 

causes of Production (and not of manifestation ) 1 
Answer (from the Jl« mamsabi) 
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TEXTS (2174-2175) 

“ Thebe abe some people, according to whom the Word-Sound is 
apprehended by the Auditory Organ, when it is produced 

BUT NOT IN ACTUAL CONTACT WITH THAT ORGAN , — NOB THEM, THE 

absence of contact being equally present in the case of dis- 
tant and near Sounds, the apprehension and non-appbehension 

BY PEOPLE FAB AND NEAR WOULD BE EQUALLY POSSIBLE, AND 
THERE COULD BE NO ORDER OF SEQUENCE, NOR THE GREATER AND 

less intensity (of Sounds heard) ” — [ShloTcavarhka — Eternality 
of Words, 119-121] -(2174-2175) 


COMMENTARY 


According to the Buddhist*,, when Sound is approhoudod by the Auditory 
Organ, it has been produced and it, not in contact with the. oryan ; m the com- 
pound ‘ apmptajata ’, ‘ aprdpla ‘not in contact’, qualifies 'jdta', ‘pro- 
duced’, because according to their doctrines, the Visual and Auditory Organs 
ore operative without contact, and Sound is produced by the conjunction and 
disjunction of the Primary Elementary Substance (Air). — In accordance 
with the view of these people, the ‘ non-contact ’ with the Auditory Organ 
would be equally present in the cases of remote, obstructed and approximate 
Sounds, and their apprehension and uon-apprehension by people far and near 
would be equally possible , that is, the apprehension by the man near the 
Sound would be exactly like that by the man far ofi, — there being no dif- 
ference between the two. 

Nor would there be any apprehension of Sound in succession ; m the 
way that the apprehension by the nearer man cornea first and then follows 
the apprehension by the remoter man. 

Nor would there be any such difference in the hearing as that of greater 
or less intensity, — as is found to be the case in actual experience that the 
bound heard by the nearer man is more intense than that heard by the 
remoter man So also with the difference in grades of intensity also. — 
(2174-2175) 


Says the Opponunt — Even for the Mimumsaka, according to whom the 
Sound apprehended by the Auditory Organ is one that is in contact with the 
organ, and is nol-produced , — why should the said incongruity not arise ? 

In view of this question, the Mimdmsalca proceeds to draw a distinction 
(between the two eases) — 
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TEXTS (2176-2180) 

" Tims, FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF THE VkDIC SCHOLAR ALSO, LET US 
EXAMINE THE MATTER IT IS AN UNDOUBTED FACT THAT (IN SPEAK- 
ING) THE AlR WITHIN THE BODY, ON THE IMPACT OF THE MAN’S 
EFFORT, ISSUES FORTH , AND IN THUS ISSUING FORTH, IT UNDERGOES 

Conjunction and Disjunction with the Palate and other spots 

IN THE MOUTH , AND INASMUCH AS THE AlR ISSUES FORTH WITH 
SOME VELOCITY, IT GOES ALONG AS LONG AS THE INITIAL MOMENTUM 
LASTS ; — IT IS ALSO CERTAIN THAT, IN THUS ISSUING FORTH, THE 
COMPONENT PARTICLES OF THE AlR COME INTO CONTACT WITH, 
AND BECOME DISJOINED FROM, THE STILL AlR (THROUGH WHICH 
IT PASSES), — HAVING REACHED THE Alcashd IN THE AUDITORY 

Organ, this Air imparts a certain Capacity to that organ ,— 

AND IT IS ONLY WHEN THIS IS THERE THAT THERE IS COGNI- 
TION (hearing) of the Sound , from whence it is concluded 

THAT THERE IS A CERTAIN ‘ EMBELLISHMENT ’ OF THE ORGAN, AND 
THIS IS THE ONLY IMPERCEPTIBLE FACTOR (THAT IS POSITED) THIS 
WOULD BE EXACTLY LIKE ’ THE CAPACITY TO produce ’ (WHICH IS POS- 
TULATED BY THE OTHER PARTY) — Similarly PECULIAR FORMS 
WOULD BE INFERRED FROM PARTICULAR FORMS OF THE COGNITION ” 

[Shlokavartika — Eternality of Words, 121-126] — (2176-2180) 
COMMENTARY 


The mention of the Mimamsala by the' term ‘ Sholnya ', ‘ Vedio Scholar 
is meant to show that he is not a ‘ Logician and m this way, by contrary 
suggestion, he indicates the superiority of his own wew 
Question —What is the view of these Vedio Scholars 
Q ZZ -' n M an Undoubted foci, etc tic ' The effort is the form o 
. f the p a i a te and other centres of speech on the impact 
the operation o fonvard) the Air unthm the body, -winch issnrng 

of this effort, the god ^ m tbe regl0n g of the heart —revolves 

TZ°lZZ a Z strikes the brain, -then proceeding through the mouth, 
it issues out „ , , In thus issuing forth, tic tic ’ When 

!t goeJ2o 0 ng fc aa long os the ™>™nt™ 

ancewiththemoment^xmp^dtoit , jhy ere ^ ^ ^ ni 

com celoouy ,-when the A“ ® that Air tw th the et ill Air - the calm, 
and Disjunctions of tbe particles t t surely imparts a potency 

immobile Air. Thus when e when tbe Oonjunc- 

to the Auditory Organ An there,— there is cognition of Sound, 

toons and Disjunctions of th® Aw ^ there aS embellishment of the 



THE REVEALED WORD ’ 


1027 


other sounds or by articulation, and yet yon also posit a potency or capacity ; 
so also is the embellishment held by us. — As declared m the Bhctstja (Shabara — 
on Su. 1 1 13) — ‘ What happens is that the air-particles disturbed by the 
sound-provoking stroke, strike against the stagnant air-particles and pro- 
duce Conjunctions and Disjunctions (i e ripples) on all sides, ■which go on 
spreading as long as the momentum lasts , the Conjunctions and Disjunctions 
(Bipples) are not perceived, hecause the Air (of which they are ripples) is 
imperceptible ; and as for the Sound, it is heard only so long and so far as 
the npples do not cease, — and after they have ceased, the Sound is not 
heard’. — {Translation, p 35). 

Objection — -If that is so, then there is no diff erence between the view 
that Sound is produced and the view that it is embellished- 

Answer • — ‘ Similarly, etc. etc ’ — 1 Peculiar forms ’, — i.e peculiarities of 
embellishment are possible through the peculiarities m the cognition of the 
Sound. Hence the apprehension and non-apprehension by remote and 
proximate persons cannot be similar , as the embellishment would vary with 
each person — (2176-2X80) 

Question — Whyis there no cognition of Sound when there are obstruc- 
tions like the intervening wall 1 

Answer (from the Mimdmsalca ) : — 


TEXTS (2181-2182) 

“ The interception caused by obstacles like the Wall is quite 

POSSIBLE IN THE CASE OF Air. THE STRIKING AGAINST THE TYMPANUM 
(OP WHICH WE ARE AT TIMES COGNISANT) IS DUE TO THE FORCE 

of the Air-current And inasmuch as the Air pro- 
ceeds IN SUCCESSION AND HAS A WANING INTENSITY 
AND VELOCITY, IT BECOMES THE CAUSE OF THE 
SEQUENCE AND VARYING GRADES OF INTENSITY 
OF THE EMBELLISHMENT PRODUCED BY 
it {Shhkavartika- — Etbrnauty 

of Words, 128-130].— 

(2181-2182) 


wiyduiLDlX J. A.rti X 4 

- - - - 

- =***■ * £ sr : 

this is the reason why there no i— . ,, mshmeat of the organ ; 
criticism urged therefore is applicable tothose to m ‘ er0epted Sound — The 
of Sound without its actually reaching the Bar ^ perce P tlon 

Of greater and less 
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'Has a waning intensity, etc etc'— The construction is — Tiio liability to 
wane, and velocity are both possible m Sound. — Or the compound may be 
expounded to menu that * the velocity is liable to wane ’ ( Karmadharaya ) , 
or ' the Sound has a velocity which is liable to wane ’ ( Bahuvriht ) 

Tbo construction is that — ‘On these grounds the varying grades of 
intensity bocomo quite explicable ’ 

The bcquonco in tho ombellishment also becomes explicable, because of 
tho sequence in tho Air-ourront , high intensity becomes explicable on tho 
ground of the Air having velocity ; and low intensity becomes explicable, as 
being due to tbo waving character of the velocity 

Tho term ‘ adi ’ is meant to include other venations m the Sound — 
(2181-2182) 

Says tho Opponent — Under the view that the Auditory Organ is Alaska, 
if there is embellishment of the organ, there are various objections against 
tins, as, pointed out above— such ns * Being all-pervasive, there would be 
equality of contact with all Sounds and all organs? ’ (Text 2161) how then 
is it that tho Author of the Bhasya ( Sliabara ) has provided the Answer on 
tho basis of tho ‘ ombellishment of the Auditory Organ ’ ? 

Tho Answer to this (from the Mimamsaha) is as follows, — 


TEXTS (2183-2184) 

• We bo sot necessarily accept the idea of the Auditory Organ 
consisting of AUsha , nob can AUsha be regarded as, being 
without parts —because such an idea has been negatived by 
the Jaim AND THE Sdnlhya -Consequently-the Auditory Organ 
MAY BE A PART OF Aldsha, OR IT MAY BE A DISTINCT ENTITY BY 
ITSELF THUS THERE IS A SEPARATE AUDITORY OBGAN FOR EACH 
PERSON— WHICH IDEA IS BASED UPON PRESUMPTION DUE TO THE 
FACT THAT WEJX-KNOWN - EFFECTS CANNOT BE EXPLAINED EXCEPT 

ON THAT BASIS ’’-[-S^^tdrtlXa—ETEBNALITY OF WORDS, 66-b8] 

—(2183-2184) COMMENTARY 

W fhis is that the objections urged against that tboory 
\V a is me MatnSmsaha, who does not accept that theory. 

%^tn llsha be regarded as bemg without parts ’-The verb abhya- 
peyote ’ ('is accepted) has to be construed here also. 

Why ? ed bv the Jama and. the Sankliya ' 

‘Because such wel f BS the SdnlMyas have rejected that 

—The Jamas— the Arhalas, as 0 f the conclusions 

idea It is not that the ^ (b loimA t0 follow from reason , 

of other people , they ^ ce ® $e t0 be • mmamsalas ’ (Rat.onahsts) 

if they did not do this, *ey J** ^ ^ SSnlhya ,dea of the 

Consequently, even lf ‘ y - ^ they would be doing nothing objection- 

Auditory Organ consistmg <AJU**£V tbe . Ear-drum 

able ‘ Or it may be a disliwt evilly by , 
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• presumption, due, etc etc ’ — ie based upon the fact that tlio phenomenon 
of the hearing of Sound cannot be explained except on the basis of this idea 
-( 2183 - 2184 ) 

Or, even the view that the Auditory Organ consists of the indivisible 
Akwsha , is not open to the baid objections — This is what is explained m the 
following — 


TEXT (2185) 

“ Even ie the Auditory Organ (as consisting of the indivisible 
Masha) were all-fervading and one, — the embellishment 

DUE TO ARTICULATION COULD AFFECT ONLY THE MATERIAL SUB- 
STRATUM OF THAT ORGAN , HENCE THAT MAN ALONE HEARS 

the Sound the substratum of whose organ is 

AFFECTED BY THAT EMBELLISHMENT ” — ( Shloha ■ 

mrtika — Eternality of Words, 68-69] 

—(2185) 

COMMENTARY 

' Vyapi ’ — ‘ Skam ' — -qualify ‘ Shi olmrn ’ (understood) 

Even so, that man alone, no other, hoars the Sound whose ‘ Ear-drum \ 
as the substratum of the Auditory Organ— is affected by the embellishment 
due to articulation 

What is meant by this is that the embellishment affects the substratum , 
not the Auditory Organ , — and as the substratum varies with each person, 
the objections in question do not apply at all — (2185) 

The following Text explains that the said objections do not apply even if 
the embellishment is regarded as affecting the Auditory Organ itself 


TEXT (2186) 

Even if the embellishment affects the organ itself,— as it could 

AFFECT THE ORGAN ONLY THROUGH ITS SUBSTRATUM, THAT ORGAN 

OF WHICH THE Ear-drum HAS not been embellished would 
not CATCH THE Sound ’ ’ — [Shlokavartika — Eternality 
of Words, 69-70] —(2186) 


COMMENTARY 

or in a STC Ca 0 O pe ^ Dns at a distance, or with mind preoccupied, or asleen 
« " "* "•** *»• « «» «,» to 

19 
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The compound ‘ asamskrta, etc etc , 

of which the Ear-drum has not been embellished • P ‘ Mlftt 01 ' sfm 

sense ol the ZocatiJ^/m? deSha/ah ’ ^ ' toS4 ’' aflK at tho end has the 


the organ as su“ g m^t Z 

2==K5SS£;t^'-™- iK 

Answer (from the Mdmdmsala) — 


TEXT (2187) 

“ Them is no embellishment op the Auditory Organ, ip and when 

■THE ARTICULATION DOES NOT BEACH THE LOOTS OF THE ORGAN, 
THUS THE RESTRICTION ON THE EMBELLISHMENT BECOMES 
DETERMINED ON THE BASIS OP THE DIVERSITY IN THE 
SUBSTRATUM (OB LOOTS) OF THE ORGAN "—[SUoUvaHlla 
— Eternaltty of Words, 70-71] —(2187) 

COMMENTARY 

Even if Articulations tend to embellish the substratum, or the organ 
localised m that substratum, — m either case, it is only when they actually 
get at the object to he embellished that they produce the embelhshmont , 
not when they do not get at it Hence the embellishment cannot affect 
the substratum of the organs of all persons 

The mention of the ' Auditory Organ ’ in the Text is only by way of 
illustration j for the matter of that there is no embellishment of tho sub- 
stratum also 

In some places, the reading is ' apraptalarnadeehadia ’ Under that 
reading, the meaning would be that the answer given before was based upon 
the idea of the embellishment affecting tlio Organ through its substratum , 
While the answer provided under the clause in question is that — even « lien 
there is no embellishment of the Organ through tho embellishment of its 
Bubstratum, there can be no objection to the view put forward , bocouso 
only those air-partides are fit for bringing about the embellishment which 
have actually reached the base of the Ear-drum, — not those that liai o not 
got at it , it is with this other answer in view that the clause has been added 

‘ Thus, etc ' — Tins sums up tho explanation — (2187) 

The following text sets forth an objection raised by tho Opponent against 
nil the three alternative explanations detailed above — 
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TEXT (2188) 

“ The Opfokest may argue as follows — ■* Having become ehbel 

LISHED IN ONE SUBSTRATUM, THE AUDITORY ORGAN SHOULD 
BEING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF THE WORD-SOUND 
IN ALL BODIES,— ACCORDING TO ONE WHO HOLDS 
THE VIEW THAT THE AUDITORY ORGAN 
IS ONE ONLY (FOR ALL)’.” — 

[Shlolavartika — Eter- 
nauty of Words — 

71-73] —(2188) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Auditory Organ being one only, it cannot have the two mutually 
contradictory characters of being embellished and being nol-embelhshed ; 
hence when there would be embellishment m one, the organ being the same 
in all bodies, it would become embellished m all bodies ; hence the Sound 
Should ho heard by all, even by the deaf ,— for one who holds the view that 
the Organ is one only, for all And in that case, there could be no 
at alL— (2188) 


The answer to the above objection (provided by the ffimamsaka) is as 
follows : — 


TEXT (2189) 

“The appearance of the Cognition (of Sound) is «r. f T0 

PLACE nr THE BODIES OP PERSONS ; CONSEQUENTLY, BY REASON 
OF THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR (BODIES) OCCUPYING DIFFERENT 
PLACES, THE EMBELLISHMENT OP THE AUDITORY 

Organ is inefficient to that extent ” 

[Shlolavartika — Etebnality of 
Words, 72-73] —(2189) 


vuMALCiJYJL AH Y 
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points m space, fcho embellishment m question, of tho Auditorv Ormm 

° f f 10 X e Tu° n u f S0Und ln aU P eraMS > > he «ee there is no room for 
tils objection that has been urged 

In some manuscripts the reading is * salra samslrUh ’ , m w fo c h 
the construction would be—' sa mtmlrtih ehrotrasya % ‘that embellishment 
of the Auditory Organ ’ — (2189) 


Says tho Opponent— Tho Soul being ali-pervadmg, tho cognition of 
tho Word-Sound in all places should ho irresistible 
Tho Mimdmsala'u answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (2100-2192) 

‘ Even though, according to us, the Soul is without parts and 

IS CONSCIOUS OF ALL THINGS EVERYWHERE, YET IT ACTUALLY APPRE- 
HENDS THE THING IN THE BODY ONLY , AND THERE CAN BE NOTHING 

Wrong in this explanation [SMolaHartiku — Eternauty of 
Words, 73-74 ]— j)N the same grounds does Deafness also 

BECOME LIMITED IN SCOPE , IT DOES NOT FORM FART OF THE EX- 
PERIENCE OF ANOTHER SOUL, BECAUSE IT IS INFLUENCED BY MERIT 

and Demerit (which varies with different Souls)— Just as 

WHEN THE VILLAGE-LORD HAS BEEN REMOVED FROM THE LORDSHIP, 
THOUGH CONTINUING TO LIVE IN THE VILLAGE, DOES NOT ENJOY 
THE PRIVILEGES OF THE LORDSHIP, — SO THE SOUL OF THE DEAF 
MAN DEPRIVED OF THE AUDITORY ORGAN IN THE BODY, THOUGH CONTI- 
NUING TO DWELL IN THE BODY, DOES NOT ENJOY THE EXPERIENCE 
(OF HEARING SOUNDS), WHICH OTHER MEN ARE HEARING ” — [ Skloln - 

mrhka — EtErnality of Words, 76-78] — (2190-2102) 
COMHENTAEY 
Wliai is meant is as follows — 

Though it is as stated, yet the actual cognition of Sound by the Soul 
appears only within the limits of the body with which it has been equipped 
by reason of its Merit and Demerit , hence the objection urged is not apphtublo 
Question .—The Soul being the same, how can there be such differentiation 
as cognition and non-cogmtion and embellishment and non-embeliishmcnt 
of the Auditory Organ f 

Answer .—There is no force m this Though Masha is without paris 
yet, on account of the diversity of tho objects with wlueh it comes into conlatl, 
it becomes subject to distinctions as ‘ akasha in the Jar ‘ akasha m tho Pot 
and so forth , the same would be the case in the matter under consideration 

also 
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It is tor this same reason that, though the Auditory Organ (as Alasha) 
is all-pervading and without parts, yet there are restrictions in the matter of 
Deafness, etc on account of the diversity among objects with which the 
organ comes into contact — This is wliat is meant by the words — ‘ On the 
same giounds, etc etc ,’ — the 1 grounds ' consist in the diversity among objects 
with which it comes into contact 

Question — If the objects with which the Organ comes into contact are 
diverse, — oven so. why is it that only a certain person becomes deaf * 

Anmoer — ■* It. does not form part of the experience, etc. etc ’ — That same 
defective Auditory Organ does not form part of the experience of another 
person ,— why t. — because it is influenced by Kent and Dement 

This same idea is further clarified by means of an example — ‘ Jvst as, 
‘ when the village-lord, etc etc ’ — The Lord of a certain village, even though 
continuing to live in the soilage, — if he is removed by the King from the 
Lordship, — does not enjoy the same privileges in the same village ; — in 
tho same manner, the deaf man does not hear the Sound, oven though another 
man hears it — (2190-2192) 

Says the Opponent — All the three factors — the Auditory Organ, tho 
Sound and Ahasha being without parts and 'all-pervading, — no partial 
existence is possible for any of them , then how do you get at the distinction 
into ‘ hearing ’ and * non-hearing ’ determined by such partial existence ? 

Answer (from the Mimomsala) — 


TEXT (2193) 

“ As A matter OF fact, the Auditory Oeoan, the Sound and its 
SUBSTRATUM HAVE THEMSELVES NO PABTS, — AND THEY DO NOT 
EXIST AT ANY ONE PLACE , EVEN SO, OUB VIEW IS NOT 

open to objection ” — [ Shlotavdrhka — Eter- 
nauty of Words, 78-79]— (2193) 


COMMENTARY 


Akma » 7 S 7 ' the S0und ’ and the su bstratum of the Sound-, e. 

t d,verslty amon e objects with which they 
selves ’ > us is v at is meant by the qualifying term ‘ them- 


* Even $ o , e/c. etc " ‘ 

restricted apprehension of 


our View ’, regarding the partial existence, and 
sound and so forth — (2191) 


Question — How so 1 

Answer (from the mniumsala) — 
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TEXT (2194) 

"S SCSS.'-S’S."- “ ” *™-» » 
— ™ 2*21 r’jr™ 
*■■* » „ „ „dr„?sr 

THB SMBEMJSHMBKT BECOMES REGULATED ”— f Sklola 
varttka Eternality op Words, 79-80] -( 2194 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

Lffs sz * - 

“■ -<*' *— £ 

Saj^ the Opponent It has been already pointed ont that, ‘on being 
embellished once, the Audrtory Organ should bnng about the cognition of ell 
Sounds ’ (under Text 2164) 

The answer to this (from the Mlmamsaka) is as follows 


TEXT (2195) 

" Jdst as the Atb-vxebation- put forth fob the purpose of one 

DOES EOT BRING ABOUT ANOTHER, — IN THE SAME MANNER, THE AlK- 

TTBEATION, CAPABLE OF BRINGING ABOUT THE EMBELLISHMENT 
FOR THE APPREHENSION OF ONE LETTER WELL NOT BRING 

about another " — [ShlohavSrhha — Eternality 
of Words, 80-82] —(2195) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ for the purpose of one ’ — for the producing of another Letter 

‘ Capable of bringing about, etc etc ’ — that embellishment of the Auditory 
Organ which brings about the hearing of the letter, is what is spokon of 
here by the term ‘ anyavama-samslara ' , and it is not the embellishment of 
the Letter itself that is meant , that it is so follows from the fact that it is 
the embellishment of the Auditory Organ that forms the subject-matter of 
the present discussion 

‘ Will not bring about another ’ , — i e will not embellish another Lottor 
through the embellishment of the Auditory Organ — (2195) 

Question —Why should there be the restriction m the case of the Air- 
vibrations only ? 

Answer (from the Mimutnsaha) t — 



IKK REVEALED WORD 


1035 


tl 


TEXT (2196) 

“ One set of contacts with the Palate, etc serves to bring about 
only one Letter-sound, not another , in the same manner 

THE CONTACTS BRINGING ABOUT ONE ARTICULATION DO NOT 
SERVE TO BRING ABOUT ANY OTHER ARTICULATION ” 

Shlol avrlrli 1/r— Bternaltty of Words, 

81-82] —(2196) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wlmt is meant is that there are different articulations, — in the shape 
of Air-vibrations— which serve to manifest Sounds , and they vary with 
the variations m the contact of the Palate, etc 

■ Only one letter, not another ’ — * is brought about ’ has to be taken as 
understood. 

1 Bringing about of other articulations ’ — i.e. the putting forth of them. 

* Serving to bring about one articulation 1 — is to be construed with 1 the 
contacts of the Palate , etc 1 — (2196) 

The argument is summed up in the following — 


TEXT (2197) 

“ For these seasons — in the production and manifestation (of Word- 
Sounds), THE DIVERSITY OF CAPACITY IS EQUALLY PRESENT, IN THE 

Effort and the Desire to Speak, — such diversity being pre- 
sumed on the basis of certain effects (facts) which 
cannot be otherwise explained ” — [Shlolcavartika — 
Eternality of Words, 82-83] — (2197) 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ' utpattyabhivyallyoh ’ has the Locative ending, — the meaning 
being—' ■ m the production and m the manifestation of the Word-Sound ’, — 
there is equal diversity of capacity m the Effort and the Desire to Speak , 
— why I — because the fact of certain well-known effects not being otherwise 
explicable indicates such diversity , that is, m both cases, the Presumption 
based upon the said inexplicability of certain facts is equally operative — 
(2197) 


So far the Mimumsaka has taken for granted (for the sake of argument) 
the idea that the Auditory Organ consists of Alaska, as postulated under 
other doctrines, or that it consists of the Ear-drum as conceived by common 
people,— and then proceeded to show that there can be nothing objectionable 
m the idea of the Word-Sound being manifested through the embellishment 
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of the said Auditory Organ — He now proceeds to take his stand upon the 
idea of the Auditory Organ consisting of space as described m the Veda 
and to show that there can be no objection against the idea of Word-Sound 
being manifested by the diverse embellishments of that organ — 


TEXTS (2198-2199) 

" Or, the idea that should he entertained is that the Auditory 
Orcan consists of Space ,— 'which idea would be in accordance 
with the Veda [Shfolamrhla — Etehnauty of Words, 150] — 
nowhere in the Veda has it been said that the Auditory 
Organ consists in AlasJia, etc — In connection with Dissolu- 
tions, IT HAS BEEN DECLARED (IN THE VEDA) THAT THE AUDITORY 

Organ becomes dissolved into Space , here we have the des- 
cription OF THE ORGANS,— UKE THE EYE AND THE REST, — BECOMING 
DISSOLVED INTO THEIR ORIGINAL CONSTITUENTS ” — [ SJlloLoUirlil . cl — 

Eternality of Words, 150-151] — (2108-2199) 


COMMEKTABV 

• The idea that the Auditory Organ consists in space * , 1 o the conclusion 
should be accepted that * Space itself is the Auditory Organ ’ 

Why so? 

‘ Because nowhere in the Veda, etc etc’ 

If that is so, then, nowhere in the Veda is it found declared that Space 
constitutes the Auditory Organ ’ , then why should that 3 f“, be t ^“ P ^ , 

Answer —‘In connection with Dissolutions, etc etc - a® on 
consists in becoming dissolved into the original constituent cause At the 
“ the death of living beings, their Eye and other organ, boeome dis- 

solved into their respective original the 

Sun, and the Ear to Space , 7 where it came 

How so ? . .. I what the sentence 

^4^rrs=s=='-- 5 -- 1 '- 

* Bile the Eye, etc.’— (2198-2199) 

The same idea is further explained- 
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TEXT (2200). 

'‘Just as nr connection with the Visual Organ, it is asserted 
‘ 3Iay his eye revest to the Sun — which conveys the idea that 
the Visual Organ has its origin nr Light, — so, nr the same 

MANNER. THE AUDITORY ORGAN CONSISTS IN SPACE ” — 
[Sklolmartila — Eternaltty op Words, 

151-152] —(2200) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as m the case of the sentence ‘ May his Eye revert to the Sun * 
what is asserted is the idea that the Visual Organ has its origin m Light — 
the term chaksusah ' has to he supplied , — in the same manner, what the 
sentence ‘may the Ear revert to Space ’ asserts is the idea of the Auditory 
Organ having its origin m, and consisting in Space — The words are to be 
construed in this way. 

‘The idea of Light being the origin i e the idea of the Visual Organ 
consisting of Light — (2200) 

Question —What is this ‘ Space ’ like ? 
dnstrer (from the iUtmSmsaln) 


TEXT (2201). 

“Space is one and all-pervading, and extends as par as Alaska , 

WHEN IT BECOMES LIMITED WITHIN THE CAVETY OF THE EAR, IT 
FORMS the Auditory Organ,— us the same way as 

Alaska does (for the other party) ” 

{Sklolaidriila- — Eternality op 
Words, 152-153] —(2201) 


COMMENTARY. 

far 0 fi2r rBdmg ’ iS ky the phrase •„ emends as 

< An^r n Smen * 1°’ ^ ^ ^ b * no ‘ deafae ss \ etc. 
the Auditors- Organ ; it is thm m ' f<!< V !,C * The entire Space is not 
ear-cavity — (2201) 7 * much of S P ace as is encased within the 




you secure the 
? 
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TEXT (2202) 

--«ssriZL*sri*sr 

op the Veda — [SAfcfeiwjrit&j—ETERNAEiTr op 

Words— 153-164].— (2202) 

COMMENTARY 

Object there 18 an asaum P tl0n of parts, on the basis of the 

SplTZ “ mt ° °° nta0t ’ th ° Same wouW *» «>" «» with 

4 J 0n 13 the dlffer6nca between this view and the other 
ne under which the Auditory Organ consists of Alaska ? 

Answer — ‘ With this difierencs, etc etc ' — (2202) 

In r. fo,, 7’ ng Tm ’ the MxmSmsaka sums np hia position and explains 
the possibility of Deafness, etc — * 


TEXT (2203) 

Thhs then, the Auditory Organ consists op a part of the 

SUBSTANCE Space, WHICH IS INFLUENCED BY MERIT AND DEMERIT 
AND WHICH COATES TO BE ENCLOSED WITHIN TH l: CAVITY OF THE 

Bar And it is this Organ that is embellished (sr 
ARTICULATION ) ” — [jSMofoludrflfca — Eternauty OF 
Words, 154- 155J —(2203) 

COMMENTARY 

The Mimdmsaka proceeds to explain that the objections urged do not 
also affect the new that the embellishment pertains to the object (the Word- 
Sound that is heard) — 

TEXT (2204) 

“ Even if the embellishment pertained to the Object,— it would 

AFFECT THAT ONE OBJECT ONLY , AND ON ACCOUNT OF THE 
DIFFERENCE IN THE CAPACITIES OF MEN, THE SOUND OOULD 

not be heard by all ” — [Shlokavdrhka — Eternality 
of Words — 83-84] — (2204) 

COMMENTARY 

It has been argued above (under Text 2157) that ‘if the Word-Sound 
were embellished, it should be heard by all men ’ —This criticism is not 
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applicable at all — •'Why ? — Because on account of the difference in the 
capacities of men , this difference m the capacity is due to the fact that m 
the case of some men the nir embellishing the Organ is in close proximity to 
them, while in others, it is not so — (2204) 

Says the Opponent — The Sound being one and nl! -pervading, it. must bo 
equally related to all men , how then could there be apprehension (by some) 
and non-apprehension (by others) of it ? 

Answer from the Mhnumsaka . — 


TEXTS (2205-2206) 

“ Just as (under the Opponent’s view) the Word-Sound, though 

PRODUCED AND APPEARING EQUALLY WITH REGARD TO ALL MEN, IS 
NOT HEARD BY ALL, ON ACCOUNT OP THE DIVERSITIES OP DIRECTION, 
PLACE AND SO NORTH, — IN THE SAME MANNER, (UNDER OUR VIEW 

also) the Sound is heard only by one whose Auditory Organ 

IS EMBELLISHED BY THE ARTICULATIONS MADE NEAR HIM, — AND 
NOT BY PERSONS AT A DISTANCE ” — [ ShlohaVUTtlJca — EtERNAUTY OP 

Words— 84-86].— (2205-2206) 

COMMENTARY 

Question -—How is it known that what proceeds from the Air-vibrations 
is the embellishment of the Object (Sound),— and not the Object itself ? 

Answer (from the Mimamsaka) — 


TEXT (2207) 

‘ Inasmuch as the idea op the production op the Word-Sound has 
BEEN REJECTED,— AND AS NO OTHER EXPLANATION OF THE PHENO- 
MENON (OP THE hearing op Word-Sounds) IS POSSIBLE, IT IS 
CONCLUDED THAT WHAT IS PBODUOED BY THE ARTICULATIONS 
IS THE PARTICULAR EMBELLISHMENT "—{ShhkaVartlka— 
Eternality OP Words— 126-127] —(2207) 


COMMENTARY 

and beSn 9,teW,sll6d that S °™ d » 

only manifestation of“tl a^ , !u“° pToductwn oi S °™ d DB»» can be 

wliat is produced by the njf/lT * " deduced > implication, that 
Sound (2207) eolations is the embellishment, not the Word- 

articSCi-from 1 'the' Tf S ° Und is the ■*** of the 

Ji«t as, onsunda^^t, f™" Wh<m theSe «* «»*- 

grounds, the sprout is known to be the Effect of the Seed- 
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^ ^ Spr ° Ut 800,1 Qnly when the seed 

of VZ;„7LZn ,s T"1 cd that tho Sprout is «•*- 

,1 . . P Muet!t t,lf ‘ articulations * Specially because tho said fact is 

< basis for mi vl lung being regarded ns (ho effect of something else 
1 Hi- MnmnnmU'* nns« ,-r lo this is n« follows — 


TEXT (2208) 

Abb T/MTTirn FACT or ONE TiriN'O ATPEARTNO ONLY WHEN THE OTHER 
IS Turin; INDICATES is THE PRESENCE (IN THE LATTER) OF A CERTAIN 
POTENCY (OR CAPACITY),— JUST LIKE THE POTENCY IN THE 
Auditory Oroan , and there the Presumption 

HAS BEEN ALLOWED TO REST [®kmrflU- 

Eteunality of Words— 127-128] —(2208) 


COMMENTARY. 


Thorn is hearing of Sound whon the Auditory Organ is there , but this 
fact of I Ito Sound boing heard only whon <ho Organ is there does not lead 
to tho mfercnee that fho Auditory Organ possesses the potency to produce 
Sound , nil that can bo inferred is that it has the potency or capacity of 
apprehending it Similarly, in tho case m question, all that the fact of Sound 
lining hoard only when tho articulations are there can justify is the inference 
that these articulations possess a certain potency , — it cannot indicate the 
presence in them of the capacity to produce Sound , os the said fact is conco- 
mitant onU with tho presence of tho capacity m general, — and not with any 
particular kind of Capacity Hence in the proving of the particular kind 
of Capacity, tho said fact, if oitod as tho Probans, cannot but be ‘ fallible 
‘ mconclusu o ' — This is what is meant by the text 

Question — How then is thoro the idea of the particular Capacity in the 
‘ Embolhslimont ’ ? 

Answer — 'There the Presumption has been allowed to rest ’ — That is. 
Recognition having established tho Etcrnohty of the Word-Sound, the 
Presumption based upon the fact of tho well-known phenomenon of Hearing 
not being otherwise explicable has been made— by the author of the Bhasya 
(Shnhnra) — to rest m the particular embellishment , and the capacity of this 
emliollishmont has not been inferred merely from the fact of concomitance 
(of the Embellishment and tho Hearing) — (2208) 


Against tho view that ‘there is embellishment of both (Sound and 
the Auditory Organ)’ [propounded as an alternative m the commentary 
on Terl 2157 ],— it has boon argued (under Text 2158) that the objections 
urged against each of the two alternative views arc all applicable to the view 

that, there is embellishment of both * 

Tho Mimumsala's answer to this is as follows 
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TEXT (2200) 

“ Ai REGARDS TEE VIEW THAT THERE IS EMBELLISHMENT OF BOTH, THE 
ASSERTION THAT IT IS OPEN TO BOTH SETS OF OBJECTIONS IS FUTILE 

Because when Sound is not heard by all, it is doe to 

THE DEFICIENCY IN EITHER ONE OF THE TWO " — [ Shloku ■ 

vdrtda — Eternauty oe Words— 86-87] — (2209) 


COMMENTARY 

The assertion made previously that both sets of objections are applicable 
is futile, — useless. 

Why ’ 

Because, to the deficiency in either one of the two — of the embellishment 
of the Auditory Organ, or of the embellishment of the object, Sound— is duo 
the fact that Sound is not heard For instance, even when the embellish- 
ment of the Sound is there, the deaf man does not hear the Sound, because 
his organ is deficient , and even when there is no deafness, if there is no 
manifestation of the Sound (by articulation), there is no hearing of the Sound 

The reading in some places is ‘ mr f a dofadtiayl vachah the meamnu of 
which is clear —(2209) 6 


Says the Opponent-If the Word-Sound ,s all-pervad.ng, how ,s ,t that 
it is perceived as several-just hke the Jar, -when there is diversity of 
place As amatter of fact, as it is all-pervading, it should be always perceived 
m an uninterrupted form Nor should there be any distmctionfo^/uc a'd 
™ the case of what is all-pervading ,_nor can it come in from Jy p!ace 
as it is always present everywhere Further as it is i ... y P ’ 
no such distinctions as long and ohort, or of various degrees o ' lourin ^ 
so forth Nor agam „ difierence of h me possible -Frfm 
that— because Sound a, actually perceived as affected and H ^ ^ £oUows 

hme and form, therefore, like the to "JSEf “ &». 

How then is it that the assertion has been made ab^T T* emnescent - 
that-*- Inasmuch as the idea of the nr„d i d , ( ™ der Text 2207) 
etc etc " i th ° Pr0du0t ' ,0n of Sound has been rejected. 

The MhnumaU's answer to the above is as faUmvs 


m * 

°duh the Sun is one, yet it is kpi.,- 
AS WVERi ® w Water and other sLi ** D THE SAMB man) 
" B VET » not aiake^ ™ C "i AT THE SAME time , 
understood to be the case wttw <T ’ mE SAME shou dd be 

COMMENTARY 

- being perceived as 
diversity, is Inconclusive’.— ( 2210 ) 
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bays the Opponent — In the case of the Sun, there are grounds for the illu- 
sion of multiplicity, in the shape of the diverse receptacles m the form of Water 
and the other reflecting surfaces , in the case in question however, there is 
no ground for such illusion , while what we have put forward as the Reason 
is accompanied by the qualification ‘ there being no grounds for illusion 1 , 
how then can our Reason be regarded as bemg ‘ False and Inconclusive ’ ? 
The Mimdmsalca’s answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (22Z1-22I4) 

“ Sound is heard in only a particular place, because it is depen. 

DENT (FOR ITS COGNITION) UPON THE ARTICULATION THAT MANIFESTS 
IT , AND ARTICULATIONS HAVE NOT THE CAPACITY TO PERVADE THE 
ENTIRE SPACE , CONSEQUENTLY, THE WORD-SOUND IS NOT HEARD 
CONTINUOUSLY ALL OVER THE WORLD , AND BECAUSE THE ARTICULA- 
TIONS APPEAR IN DIFFERENT PLACES, THE HEARING IS RESTRICTED 
TO THOSE PLACES , AND AS THE INTERVENING SPACES (BETWEEN THE 
ARTICULATIONS) ARE NOT FILLED UP (BY THE ARTICULATION), THERE 
IS THE COGNITION OF A BREAK (IN THE CONTINUITY OF THE SOUND) 

And, as these arhoulations appear only in limited places, 
thebe arises the notion that Sound is not all-pervading. 
Further, as these articulations have movement and a certain 

VELOCITY,— FROM WHATEVER PLACE THESE ARTICULATIONS PROCEED, 

THE raA-iron. thinks that the Sound that he hears also comes 
erom THAT same place "-[ShlohivSrlika- Eternalety of Words- 
172-176].— (2211-2214) 


COMMENTARY 

upon the articulations', w tho 

- — — - — 

rtw*. — — ssrisis 

illusion of , 5 aBd8 {or the Sound tlx hcanng'- 

Jittve the copcici^i etc. etc t , r> 

of the Sound ‘ talra m t at p o ,_what is meant is that 

• As the intervening spaces are no Jtuea 
they are not Sled up by «*» articulations 
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Says the Opponent — It cannot be admitted that the single Sun is 
perceived as diverse because of the separateness of space (between the reflect- 
ing Media) , because what are actually apprehended by the Eye are so many 
diverse reflected images of the Sun , and it is not the Sun that is apprehended 
For you, who do not regard the reflected image to be different from the 
object reflected, — there can be no cause for the apprehension of several 
reflected images 

This argument of the Opponent is what is referred to in the following — 


TEXT (2215) 

“ The Opponent says — ‘ By what cause are the Reflected Imaqes 

PERCEIVED SIMULTANEOUSLY AS DISTINCT IN EACH VESSEL (OF 

Water) * ’ ” — [Shlokamiiika — Eternaiaty of Words, 

179-180] —(2215) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Aha ’ — ‘ 6 ays ’ — the Opponent 
‘ Simultaneously ’ — at one and the same time — (2215) 

The answer to the above is as follows : — 


TEXTS (2216-2217) 

‘ 0uR answer to this is as follows What actually happens is 

THAT BY THE LIGHT FROM THE SUN SCINTILLATING IN THE WATER 
THE LIGHT FROM the EyE (STRIKING THE WATER) IS TURNED BACH 
IN THE WAKE OF THE REFLECTED SOLAR LIGHT, AND THUS IT PER- 
CEIVES THE Sun IN ITS OWN REGION,— BUT THERE IS AN ILLUSION OF 
THERE BEING SEVERAL Suns OF DIVERSE FORMS, BY REASON OF THE 
DIVERSITY OF THE VESSELS OF WATER How THEN COULD THERE 

0F Svsst '’-iSh^ a vdmka~- Bternauty of 
Words— 180-182] —(2216-2217) 


COMMENTARY 

the stllTr th ° '' 6359! of Wato whic!l fi°ws out makes the light of 
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‘ YalkupSlram ' — as many as the number of vessels that are there 
It is for this reason that the Sun appears to be of diverse forms How 
then can there be multiplicity of the Sun ’ — It cannot be , because what is 
diverse is the functioning of the Eye — (2216-2217) 

Tho following Text' shows that it is by reason of the peculiar function- 
ing of tlie Eye that the Sun, though really one, is perceived as several — 


TEXT ( 2218 ) 


“ When the Eye is slightly pressed by the finger, even a single 

OBJECT IS PERCEIVED AS DIVERSE, — BECAUSE OF THE DIVERSITY IN 
THE FUNCTIONING OF THE EYE THE SAME THING HAPPENS IN 
THE CASE IN QUESTION ALSO, — ACCORDING TO US ” — [StlloLa- 

varlila — Eternality of Words — 182 - 183 ] — ( 2218 ) 


COMMENTARY 

hat ’--slightly, a little— When the Eye is so pressed, -even a single 
object is perceived as diverse— many , —why ’—because the functioning of 
the Eye has been diversified In the same maimer, for us, the single Word- 
Sound would be heard as diverse (if there are adequate reasons for it) 

(2218) 


TEXTS (2219-2220) 

xrrF-m THAT THE REFLECTED IMAGE IS 

'U —— -SEES 

__ Obtfct) URGE THE FOLLOWING OBJECTION — IF THE SAME O 
ED OBJECT) UEGE WHY IS NOT THE SAME SEEN AS BEING 

XSSEENINTKESEV^VE^E , ^ ^ BT A1 SOT) , HOW TOO 
OVERHEAD (OVER ONE ^ ^ gu0H omE R DEEP WATER - 

COULD IT BE ’ Julvgr WERE NOT ACTUALLY PBO- 

BESERVOIBS, IE THE BEIXEC that when A MAN FACING 

DUCED THERE 2 Ttothe®, pERCEiraS HIMSELF AS FACING 

the East looks at the or Wobu s- 183 - 185 ] 

the West t ’ 

— (2219-2220) 

COMMENTARY 

« „ ~ *“» 

&■=-..*=£ “ u 

Object, «d to «»» " - 
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If What is seen (in the reflection), is the same Sun, and not the Reflected 
Image, — then, how is it that it is not perceived as being overhead 1 It could 
be so seen if the same Sun had been seen in different places (in the reflecting 
surfaces)— not otherwise , as otherwise there would be incongruities 

Farther, m the case of the Well, how could there be perception of the Sun 
lying so far deep inside, if its Reflected Image were not produced there?— 
Certainly the Sun does not actually exist there inside the WeU 

Then again, when a man facing the East looks at the mirror, how does 
ho come to face the West 1 Certainly a face is not seen to have been pro- 
duced at his back -(2219-2220) 


The Mimamsaka’a answer to the above is as follows — 


TEXTS (2221-2223) 

“ WHEN A MAE IS LOOKING AT THE SUN AED THE WATER, HIS EYE (RAYS) 
PROCEED IK TWO WAYS, — ONE UPWARDS AED THE OTHER DOWN- 
WARDS , EKE PERCEIVER DOES NOT PERCEIVE THAT SUN WHICH IS 
ILLUMINED BY THE EYE-RAYS PROCEEDING UPWARDS, BECAUSE IT 
IS NOT IN A STRAIGHT LINE WITH THE BODILY SUBSTRATUM OB THE 

Visual Organ , while what is perceived by the downward bays 
is the Sun shinikg above presented mediately (indirectly) , 

AND BECAUSE IT IS THE SAME SUN THAT IS SO PRESENTED, THE OB- 
SERVER THINKS THAT WHAT IS SEEN IS ‘ BELOW ’ IT IS THUS THAT IT 

IS THE Sun itself that is seen below, through the intervening 
medium (of the downward rays) ” — [Sihlokavdrtika — Eternality 
of Words, 186-188] -(2221-2223) 

COMMENTARY 

The opinion entertained is as follows — If the organ were to go out 
and then render the Sun cognisable, — then it would be necessary that it 
should he seen above, not below , — what happens however is that the organ 
brings about the cognition while it is itself still in the body, and does not 
move upwards, as has been declared in the following words : — ‘If the organ, 
going out, were to render the object cognisable there, then it might be as 
urged , as a matter of fact, however, it brings about the cognition while stdl 
in the body’ — (Shlokavdrtika — Etemahty of Words, 1S6-186 ) 

The whole process is as follows ■ — Those who see, in the vessel, the Water 
as well as the Sun, for these persons looking at the Sun and the Water , the single 
Visual Organ (m the shape of Raj's) proceeds m two ways — one upward and 
the other downward ; — then the Sun that is illumined by the upward rays 
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is not seen by the observer , — why * — because tt is not tn a straight line with the 
substratum of the organ , — the substratum of the Visual Organ m the body 
does not lie m a straight hne with the Sun , — but 1 mediately ’ — through an 
intervening medium — the Sun is presented to the Visual Bays by the rays of 
the Sun, and hence becomes seen through the downward rays , — so that uliat 
happens is that the Solar Bays present the luminous object to the Visual 
Rays, the Visual Bays present it to the Visual Organ, and the Visual Organ 
presonts it to the perceiving observer. This is what is meant by the ‘ mediate 
presentation ’ of the luminous Sun Thus it is that the Sun, shining above, 
is regarded by the observer as if it were below — Who regards it so J The 
observing person , — and it is not that there is another Sun shining below — 
Why is this so ? — Because t 1 is the same , i e the Sun is one, not diverse. — 
Others explain ‘ tadekalvat ’ as ‘ beoause the Visual Organ is one ’ — Thus it 
is under the influence of tho downward rays of the Visual Organ, as functioning 
through a medium, that the Sun is seen below, in the Well, — so also m tho 
caso of the diverao vessels containing Water, if it were not so, how could 
there be cognition of the Sun as one and tho same * — (2221—2223) 

It has been argued (by some people, under Text 2220) — ‘How could 
the man facing the East, come to face the West, when looking at the 
mirror ? ’ 

The Mimamsaka's answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2224) 

“ SIMILARLY (IN THE CASE OF THE MAN HOOKING AT THE SOEEOK), IT IS 
THROUGH ILLUSION THAT the man cognises the face as facing the 
West, though in reality what he actually perceives is 
the face as presented by the Visual Rays proceeding 
eastward to the rays proceeding westward — 
IShlokavartika — Eternauty of Words, 189-190] 

—(2224) 

COMMENTARY 

, , „„ M i nws —First of all the Visual Rays, taking up 

Whdt happens is as foUows IY^c h the m]rror; these are spoken of 

tho face-image, ^ t Lng the mirror-space, the said rays are 

as ‘proceeding eastward , -on ^ ^ standlnft there as before, 

turned back and come westward \ “-the eastward rays thus 

j rrrt-tfssTf — - - * ■ ■* “■ 

root of the illusion in question -(2224) 



' THE REVEALED WORD 


1047 


Even granting that the Reflected Image is something different, produced 
m the reflecting medium, the MlmSmsala offers another explanation — 


TEXT (2225) 

* Even granting that the Reflected Image really exists in the 

DIFFERENT PLACES, — THERE CAN BE NO PLURALITY OF THESE 

Images, because they are all apprehended by 
the same Cognition ” — [Shlolavarfika — Eter- 
nality of Words — 190-191] — (2225) 

COMMENTARY 

Even if the Reflected Image is something different, these images cannot 
he several , — why 7 — because they are apprehended by the same Cognition — 
l e they all fall within the same idea 

In the same way, the Word-Sound b!bo becomes established as one, — 
because it is apprehended by a single Idea — (2225) 

Says the Opponent— When the images are actually perceived m diverse 
places, why should they not be several ? That is to say, when the diversity 
o images is admitted on the ground of then: being perceived in diverse 
places, how can this diversity be set aside by the single Cognition (by which 
they are all apprehended) 7 

The Mimamsaka’s answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (2226) 

The idea of diversity due to diversity of place is inferential , 
WHILE the idea that ‘ it is the same ’ is perceptional,- and 
hence annuls the former '’—[SMolaidrtilca— E-feb.- 
xauty of Words, 197-198] —(2226) 


COMMENTARY. 


all metranffo^f 0 T^J^ 22 ^r Pb0n " “ aUtW y *> 



1048 


TATTVA5ASGRMHA. CHAPTER TtlT 


The following text points out that the idea that ‘ it is cognised as appearing 
at diverse places ’ is not concomitant with 4 diversity’, and hence there can 
be no validity attaching to it : — 


TEXT (2227) 

" JVST AS THE SINGLE PERSON, DtUtiaUa, PASSING FROM PLACE TO PLACE 
ONE AFTER THE OTHER, DOES NOT BECOME DIFFERENT, — SO THE 
WOBD-SOTJXD ALSO DOES XOT DIFFER (SIMPLY BECAUSE IT IS 

heard lx several places) ” — [ Shhlavart \ 1 n — Eteb- 
xaltty of Words, 198-199] — (2227) 

COMMENTARY. 

* So the Word-Sound also does not differ ’ — ‘ either in regard to time or to 
place — this has to be added. 

Thus, the non-concomitance between the two (Diversity of Place of 
Appearance and Diversity of Sound) has been indicated through special 
non-comcomitanee ; next, the MimSmsato proceeds to point out the non- 
concomitance of the two cognitions, spacial and chronological,— through 
chronological non-concomitance • — 


TEXT (2228) 

«' AXD AGAIX, THE SAME DEYADATTA, WHOSE OXE-XESS IS WEIL KNOWN. 
-WHEN SEEN AGAIN AND AGAIN, DOES NOT BECOME DIVERSE, 

ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIVERSITY OF TIME; SIMHABLT THE 
WOBD-SOUND DOES NOT BECOME DIVERSE ON ACCOUNT 
of the diversity of place [SkW avdrill a, 
Etebnality of Words 199-200) (2228) 


COMMENTARY. 

• On account of the diversity m place , «i» . ^ Bj 

Sound does not become different on ^“cou j^^of non -concomitant 
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The following Text anticipates and answers the objection that the 
Corroborative Instance cited (of Devadatta) is not quite relevant . — 


TEXT (2229) 

‘ If XT BE ARGUED THAT — ■* (IN THE CASE OF Devadatta) THE IDEA OF 
HIS BEING one IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE (WITH THE FACT OF HIS BEING 
SEEN AT SEVERAL TIMES), BECAUSE THERE IS SUCCESSION (IN THE 
SEVERAL COGNITIONS OF HIS PRESENCE) — THEN (IN THE CASE OF 

Word-Sound also) please see that there is no incompatibility , 

ALSO BECAUSE THE SOUND IS ALL-PERVADING. In FACT, T HE 

property that explains a perceptible fact may be accepted 
as belonging to at.t, things ” — [ 8h lokava rft k(l — Eternaixty of 
Words, 200-201] —(2229) 


COMMENTARY. 


The argument of the Opponent is as follows • — * The fact that, even 
though Devadatta is seen in different places and at different times, he is not 
regarded as several, what makes this not-incompatible is the fact that the 
repeated seeings of Devadatta occur in succession, one after the other, and 
not simultaneously , there is no such reason in the case of Sound. Hence 
there is difference between the case in dispute and the case cited as an 
example ’ 

In answer to this, the Mimdmsaka points out that m the ease of Sound 
also there is a reason whereby there can be no incompatibility — ‘ Please 
see, etc etc ’—the construction is that ’ Please see that there is no mcom- 
patibihty, because Sound is all-pervading 1 

* u ^ be P ar hcle apt , ‘ also ’, indicates is the reason mentioned before 

because the articulations do not fill up the intervening space \ 

SoundT i! ° n ~~ Why do you aoce P t the a h-pervadmg character of the Word- 


the £Z? a r J Inf « Ct ’ <he property ' etc e,c ’—For the purpose of explaining 
prontT a ^ S T WdbeUlgWd at several places and times.-whatever 
the fact thai- 1311 u “ eoessary 15 admitted through Presumption based upon 
fact ° ann0t b9 ° tb ™ explained , m the present 
several olaces a*** ^ n0t poss6ss ttll-pervadmgness, its being heard at 

P~\Z s” T S Wd n0t bB P08sible . b -ce on the grold of this 
P . und is regarded as eternal and all-pervading — (2229) 


Sound is 'amus^'n T** pr0Ceeds *° show that the Reason that ‘ because 
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TKXTS (2230-2233) 

Alatka S' Pit being' ™ EE 18 A mm * 0F THE 

—» » - Z 7 ™’ 

there are similar notions regarding Soot®, which awo/ukI 

Masha) IS HOT SOMETHING PRODUCED , CONSEQUENTLY 

tLsTs ! ASED) 18 DCT T0 circumstantial conm- 

’ AS A MATTER OF FACT, ‘LARGENESS’ AND ‘SMALLNESS’ 
;~ ivm as Msma ' G w s ° um - «» assump. 

dot to JT - VESS iND ‘ SM '“ 5 '5' (of Sound) * 

mr , nT ™ oheater and less keenness of its Phrobpwok 
(Hearing) As regards Perception, it is actually found to re 

VERY KEEN IF THE OBJECT PERCEIVED — THE JaR-IS ILLUMINED BY 
A LARGE SOURCE OF LIGHT,— BUT LESS KEEN WHEN IT IS ILLUMINED 
BY A SMALL LIGHT — ProM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT SUOH PRO- 
PERTIES as ‘ Length >, * Shortness ‘ and the like really belong 
TO THE ARTICULATIONS ”-(2230-2233) 


COMMENTARY 

The purport of all this is as follows — If what the Opponent puts forward 
as his Reason is the diversity of such character as greater or less intensity 
(in tho Sound), then such a Reason cannot he ‘ admissible * , because how 
could one, who holds Sound to be eternal, admit that the diversity of characters, 
winch, according to him, belong to other circumstantial conditions, — belong 
to the Sound 5 — If, on the other hand, what is adduced by the Opponent as 
his Reason is the Cognition that people have of Sound being more or less 
intensive, which Cognition cannot be possible without some difference in 
the character of the Sound, — then the Reason is * Inconclusive ’ , because 
when a large Pit js dug in the ground, there appears the Cognition of ‘ large- 
ness ’ in the AlasJia contained within the Pit, — even though the ‘ largeness ’ 
does not belong to the Alaska , in the same manner, in the case of Sound 
also, — which is absolutely causeless, not being produced at all, — the Cogrn 
ticm of greater or less intensity and the like would be due to the diversity 
in the articulations (that manifest the Sound), — even without the Sound itself 
having the said diverse characters 

This is what is said m the words — 1 Consequently the illusory idea, etc 
etc' 

Question — How is it known that the said idea is due to other circum 
stantml conditions, — and the characters do not belong to Sound itself * 

Answer — ‘ Largeness and smallness, etc tic ’ — What is meant bv this it 
as follows —The man attributes the greater or less intensity, which really 
belongs to the Perception, to the Sound, and thus falls into on illusion , and 
it is not possible for the Sound itself to be large or small , because it has been 
proved through Recognition that Sound is one only 
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The following might be urged — If there were no such diversity in the 
character of the object perceived, how could it appear m its Cognition ? 

The answer is — ‘ As regards Perception, it is found to be very teen, etc 
etc ’ — In the case of the Jar, even though there is no diversity of characters, 
yet its Perception is more or less keen, on account of the largeness or smallness 
of the Light illumining it ; — -in the same way, m the case of Sound also, the 
diversity of ‘ Length ’, * Shortness 1 and the hke is due to the diversity m the 
character of the articulation, — even though there is no such diversity of 
character m the Word-Sound itself — (2230-2233) 


The Mimamsaka again proceeds to show that the Proposition that ‘ the 
Word-Sound is not-etemal ’ is annulled by the fact that the denotative or 
expressive potency of the Word cannot be explained otherwise (than by the 
Presumption of the etemahty of the Word) — 


TEXT (2234) 


“ AS A MATTER OF FACT, A WORT), WHOSE RELATIONSHIP TO ITS DENOTATION 
HAS HOT BEEN APPREHENDED, CAN NEVER BE EXPRESSIVE If 
IT WERE SO EXPRESSIVE, THEN, EACH AND EVERT NEW 

Word could express its meaning ’’—[Shblavartika- 
Eternauty of Words, 242-243) —(2234) 


COMMENTARY 

The Presumption that is here put forward is itself based upon another 
Presumption . For instance, the expressive Potency of the Word is proved 
y t e Presumption that Verbal Cognition cannot be explained except on 
that basis and tins Potency cannot be explained except on the basis of 

Presumption ** ^ WOrd ’ Presu “P tlQn 18 based upon the previous 

,dea 18 expounded in detail m the Test- where it is shown 
the Vt ord by itself cannot be expressive if its relationship with its denote- 
turn has not been apprehended 

the ‘dll r r ™ Pna3W -' etc e, ° ' >—* the word, whose relationship to 
^ be6a a1reBdy — • expressive of its 

rZ " , a nW word '-™ heard before.-oould express 

Uke ‘ Co -’> » the ease of the m- 

sucli words) — ( 2234 ) ! " V,P “ (ti ' B Oot!onu t-Isle) (who are not cognisant of 

no djputeal all^W^f* regBrd f ^ argum6nt J ust £et forth, there is 
one who hold, ,:, ! “ ,u P erflu0 " 8 ■ 88 8 “atter of fact, there is no 

with such mtm“ j!! s V Tr B ", eXpreSsed n Word whose connection 
meaning h as no t been already known But the question is-I„ 
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what way does this fact of the relationship of the Word being known pro\ e 
its elernahty f 

The Mimamaalta's answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2235). 

“The cognition of such relationship of the Word (to its 
meaning) could not be possible if the Word were sot- 

eternal , BECAUSE, IF THE COGNITION OF THAT RELATIONSHIP 
IS ADMITTED, IT CERTAINLY PROVES THE EXISTENCE OF 

the Word at some other time also ” — { SMola • 
variika — Etebnalhy of Words, 243-244] — 

(2235) 


COMMENTARY 

The relationship between the Word and what is denoted by it con bo 
established only when both are present before the man , — and it is onlj when 
thus made that it could be cognised at a later time. All this could not be 
possible if the Word penshed as soon as it was produced. 

This is what is meant by the words— It would not be possible i f the Word 

were not-eternal'. . 

If then, it is admitted that the Word existed at the time, then the idea 
of its having existed at other tunes becomes irresistible ; as that would not bo 
incompatible with the facts This has been thus stated—* If it exists dimng 
that time, who can destroy it later on t '—{Text ZlSQ—ShMavartila 
Eternality of Words, 366) 

It might be argued that-It may be that the Word exists at the tune 
that the relationship (with its denotation) is set up , but later on, it non 
perish of itself 

The Afimamsala's answer to this is as follows • 


TEXT (2230) 

*IF THE relationship has been RECOGNISED WITH O^WORD,Ab- y 
WORD CANNOT RE EXPRESSIVE OF THAT »£»» 
SL-nONSHIP HAS BEEN COGNISED WITH ANOTHER WORD) FOR 

*» belationship has 

( p n ... f THAT does not make the 
with the WORD low , that our. 

WORD ‘Horse’ expressive (of that meaning) 

fSMokavamLa-ETSKSAUTX of Words, 

244-245] —(2236) 

COMMENTARY 

. M „ «* w .. - *. “ “*** a "* *“ '“* " 

Convention was set up fixing its denotation. 
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The rest is easily understood — (2236) 

The following Text anticipates and answers an argument of the 
Opponent — 

TEXT (2237) 

‘ If it be urged that — 1 that other Word also (which did hot exist 

AT THE TIME OF THE CoHVENTION) MAY BE EXPRESSIVE THROUGH 

ITS OWN INHERENT APTITUDE — THEN, IN THAT CASE, IN THE 
ABSENCE OF ANY FIXED RULE, THERE COULD BE NO CER- 
TAINTY AS TO WHICH IS THE WORD THAT IS REALLY 

expressive.” — [SMokavarhka — Eternality of 
Words, 245-246]. — (2237) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Other Word ' — l e if the Word that exists at the time of its use is held 
to be expressive, through its own inherent aptitude, like the Word that 
existed at the tune of the Convention , — that oannot be right ; because m 
the absence of a fixed rule, there could be no certainty as to which Word ib 
expressive of which meaning — (2237) 

Says the Opponent — How do you say that there can be no certainty, 
when, as a matter of fact, it is clearly ascertained that it is by its inherent 
aptitude that the word expresses its meaning ? 

The Mlm&mmka'e answer to this is as follows * 


TEXT (2238). 

“If the use of Words be assumed to be based upon actual 

EXPERIENCE AS TO WHICH WORD BHINQS ABOUT THE COGNITION (OF 
A CERTAIN THING), — THIS MAY SERVE THE PURPOSE OF THE 
HEARERS OF THE WORD , IT CANNOT DO SO FOR THOSE WHO 

use the Word ” — [ SMokavSrtika — Eternality of 
Words, 246-247] —(2238) 


COMMENTARY. 

True , what has been asserted would bring about certainty m the minds 
o the hearers—as to a certain Word being expressive of a particular thing ; 
because they may have a certain cognition arising on the hearing of the 
But ] hls Wl11 not be possible for those who use the Word ; because 
J ° n .°‘ deri J 6 any oogmtion of anything from that Word, as they use 
that Word for the purpose of bringing about the cognition for the hearers 

mind* of h9 oiroumBtanoes ’ h ” could there be any certainty m the 
nunds of the persons using the Word ? — (2238) 

The same idea is further explained 
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TEXT (2239) 

“ Without knowing with certainty (what Word expresses \uiit) 

HOW COULD THE USER MAKE UP HIS MIND AT THE OUTSET AS TO 

which Word he should use 1 lx, on the other hand 

HE DOES KNOW IT, THEN IT MUST HAVE BEEN 
KNOWN TO HIM PROM BEFORE ” — [SMola- 

vartika, — Eternauty of Words, 

247-248] —(2239) 

COMMENTARY 

The first objection applies to the view that the user does not dcfimtelv 
know (the Word as having a definite meaning) Under the other view, that 
he does know it at the time of using it,— it necessarily follows that the Word 
most have been known to him from before (as expressive of that moaning) 
winch establishes its permanence This is what is meant by the words 
* If, on the other hand, etc etc.’ — (2239) 

Says the Opponenfr-The light of the lamp, even when newly lit, 
illumines the object , similarly the Word also would express its meaning 
(when heard and used for the first tame) 

The MirnamsaLa’s answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (2240) 

■* Light is auxiliary to the Perception , hence, even when newly 

LIT, IT ILLUMINES THINGS , [NOT SO THE WORD] -[If IT BE URGED 
THAT] IN THE CASE OF THE WORD THE COMPREHENSION OF THE 
MEANING OF A CERTAIN WORD IS DUE TO ITS SIMILARITY TO 
ANOTHER WELL-KNOWN WORD,- THEN THE ANSWER 
IS THAT SO LONG AS THE SIMILARITY IS NOT RE- 
cognised, THE Word cannot be expressive 
(of THAT MEANING) ” —[Shlolavurhla— 

Eternality of Words, 248-249]. 

—(2240) 


COMMENTARY 

rr? ,x s 


Perception 
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Cognition, by embellishing either the Object or the Sense-organ , and as such 
even when newly lit, it serves the purpose of illumining things As regards 
the Word, on the other hand, directlj it denotes only supersensuous things 
and as such it cannot be an auxiliary to Perception So that there is no 
analogy between the two cases 

Or (the meaning of the Text may be as follows) — What is auxiliary to 
Perception illumines things independently of the idea of any connection 
between the two (the illuminator and the illuminated) e.g the Eye ; — 
Light is auxiliary to Perception ; — hence, even when newly lit, it illumines 
things , — Word, on the other hand, pertaimng, as it does, to imperceptible 
things, is not auxiliary to Perception — Hence there is a vast difference 
between the two cases (of the Lamp and of the Word) 

Says the Opponent — -Even a new Word would express the meaning 
through its similarity to a previously -known Word 

The answer is — ‘So long as the eimilanty , etc etc ’ — So long as the 
Similarity lias not been actually recognised, the expressiveness of the Word 
cannot be due to it , otherwise there would be incongruities. — (2240) 


Then again, the recognition of similarity mAy rest awhile , as a matter 
of fact, no similarity is possible at all , — this is w-hat is explained m the 
following — 


TEXTS (2241-2242) 

Which particular individual Word 'would it re, through simi- 
larity TO WHICH ANOTHER WORD WOULD BE ASSUMED TO BE 

expressive 1 All these Words would be equal, in so ear as 

NO ONE AMONG THEM HAS ITS CONNECTION (WITH THE MEANING) PRE- 
VIOUSLY known— -If it be held that— 1 the Word perceived 
(heard) urst of ALL did actually have a meaning [and the 
expressiveness of the others would be dependent UPON Twvra 
■similarity to that Word] then (the answer is)— -how could 
it CONTINUE to exist fob such a long time 1 As A MATTER of 
fact, A Word is not comprehended as having a meaning until it 

has BEEN HEARD TWICE OR THRICE '* ’- -[$ hlolMvdrtl ha INTERN ALIT Y 

OF Words, 249-230].— (2241-2242) 


V'LJiUiVLEjiN 1AJX 1 


assumed toTr7 0rd ^ bB “ a<Wted t0 be ex P re ssive, others could be 
but tl„ expressive on the ground of their similarity to that Word 

b ” au 
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It might be argued that — ‘ the first Word that was heard at the tune of 
the fixing of the Convention, certainly liad a meaning, — and all the test 
would be similar to this one ’ 

The answer to that' is — ‘ How could it, etc etc,’ — How could that first 
Word — heard previously— continue to exist during all this time when (ez- 
hypothesi) it must he destroyed as soon as produced. 

It might be asked — Even if the Word is destroyed as soon sb it is uttered, 
— why cannot it have a meaning ? 

The answer to that is — 1 A word is not, etc etc, ’ — That is, the con- 
nection between the Word and its Denotation is recognised only after 
repeated hearing of it — (2241-2242) 

It might be argued that — on the hearing of other words of the same kind, 
that Word m question would become expressive of the meaning 

The following Text shows that that is not possible — 


TEXT (2243) 

« For persons who hate not heard other Words (uxe it), the 
Word, at the time, most be meaningless (inexpressive) , 

TO1T Tina MBS Word WOOED BECOME EXPRESSIVE AS SOON 
AS THE MAN HAS HEARD OTHER WORDS, WOULD BE A 

wonder indeed 1 ” — [Shhhavariika — Bteknalpty 
of Words, 251-252] — (2243) 


COMMENTARY 

» •>— ->» 

)b, Ward httirf lortbaBrtt WroBisno *P ( , th „ tirJ „ >t"> —no 

belong to one and the same (Word) t __ 0{ran ded as “ those persons 

The compound « anyaehnumam ,_^ ther Words of 

who have had the * Shruti audit, on, hearing, of any 

the same kind ” —(2243) 
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the same on the ground that otherwise no connection could be set up between 
the Word and its meaning — 


TEXTS (2244-2245) 

“ No CONNECTION CAN BE SET UP WITHOUT PRONOUNCING THE WORD , 
AND WHEN THE WORD PERISHES AS SOON AS IT IS PRONOUNCED, IT 
CAN HAVE NO NEED POR ANT CONNECTION CONSEQUENTLY, AS 

the Word will have perished and woui d not have had 

ITS CONNECTION SET UP, THE FIRST WORD MUST BE 
INEXPRESSIVE (MEANINGLESS) , HOW THEN COULD 
THE SUBSEQUENT WORD ALSO, WHICH HAS HAD 
NO CONNECTION SET UP, BE RECOGNISED 

as expressive ? ” — [Shlokavarhka — 

Eternaltty of Words, 

256-258] -(2244-2245) 


COMMENTARY. 

First of aU there is utterance of the Word,— then the setting up of its 
connection (with ite denotetion),— then its actual use, m practice such is 
the way uj which Words are dealt with in actual practice How could all 
this process be gone through if the Word perished immediately on being 
uttered, and as such how can it be open to any sequential operation ? It is 
not only that for what has perished, no connection can be set up there 
would not be any use m setting up any sueh connection i as it wonld’not be 
present at the time of usage , and ,t is only for the purposes of use that 
Conventions (regarding words and their meanings) are set up 

* , "’ OT * 'Oonsesuendy, etc etc’ sum up the conclusion, the com- 
pound asambandhanastalvat ' is to be explained as— ‘because it wo„M Z 
asamianiha without its connection set up,— and because it would b 
naffa perished the first word-that was there at the time of makma the 
Convention,— must he inexpressive making the 

be 42S ‘ B 6a ‘ d that ~‘ th8 W ° rd aPP6armg at thS ° £ would 

(2244-224^) SW0r t<5 ^ ‘ S ~‘ ^ C ™ W t1a Word, etc etc 


It might be urged that — if the successive utterance ef-o nf 

BequenhalWordisnotposs.ble,-theymaybes“nro^ t °* ** n °“- 

The answer to this, from the MimamsaKa, Is as follows — 
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TEXT (2246) 

" The utterance op the Word, the setting up of its connection 

AND ITS USE, — ALL THIS PROCESS IS, BY ITS VERY NATURE, SUC- 
CESSIVE , HOW COULD ANY ONE PERFORM AIL THIS SIMUL- 
TANEOUSLY 2 ” — [ShloLavdrhLa — Eteri? ality op Words, 
258-259] —(2246) 

COMMENTARY 

(1) Utterance of the Word, (2) the setting up of its connection, (3) 
actual usage,— all these three acts are, by their very nature, such as can he 
done only one after the other , and it is absolutely impossible to do them all 
at the same time. And when there is no simultaneity, there can be no setting 
up of the Connection If succession were waited for, that would mean that 
the Word continues to exist for some time (other than the one at which it is 
produced). — (2248) 


The Mi mamsala reaffirms his view in the following — 


TEXTS (2247-2248) 

Fob those persons wo live at different times and places, etc 
—PRIOR TO THE HEARING OP OTHER WORDS— THEBE CANNOT BE 
EVEN ONE SUCH WORD AS HAD ITS CONNECTION SET UP -EVEN 
IF THE IDEA BE THAT THE CONNECTION IS ' parted ’ (NOT 
SET UP OR CREATED), -THE REPUTATION OP THAT ALSO 
WOULD BE THE SAME , AS NO SUCH ‘ASSERTION ’ 

IS POSSIBLE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS 
PERISHED, OR WHAT IS NON-EXISTENT, OB 
WHAT EXISTS ONLY AT THE PRESENT 

moment ” — [ShloTcavartika 
Eternality of Words, 

280-261] -(2247-2248) 


COMMENTARY 


so forth 
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. Prwr t0 ’—this has to be construed with ‘ hearing of other Words ’ 

‘ Perished, etc etc ’ — ‘ what has perished ’ — -i e the past , ‘ what is non- 

existent ’—the future ; with regard to these two no ' assertion of connection ’ 
can be made, because they are non-existent at the time , as regards what 
exists ' 1 e the present, which is being uttered, — that also periBhes imme- 

diately , how could it continue to exist till the setting up of the Connection » 
-( 2247 - 2248 ) 

The same idea is further explained — 


TEXTS (2249-2251) 

“Which Word would it be -which the Speaker would speak op to 
the Hearer, as being expressive op meaning, — when he is 

UNABLE TO UTTER THE WORD THAT HAS BEEN HEARD PREVIOUSLY * 

HE CANNOT SPEAK OP THE WORD AS EXPRESSIVE He MIGHT 

SPEAK OF IT AS Similar , BUT, IN THAT CASE, IT WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE 

for the Hearer to recognise it as similar to that expressive 
Word , because he has never heard that original expressive 
Word , while the new Word that he hears is not expressive 
And when the man who is a Speaker now becomes the Hearer 

AT A LATER TIME, THE SAME DIFFICULTIES WOULD APPEAR” 

[ShlokavaHika — Eternaijty of Words, 261-264] — (2249-2251) 
COMMENTARY. 

The Speaker cannot apeak of the previously heard Word, to the Hearer, 
because it has perished already , the Word that he does speak to him, — that' 
he cannot prove to be expressive ; because this Word has not yet had any 
connection set up m regard to itself 

It might be possible that he might speak of it as similar to the expressive 

Word — But that also is not possible — This is what is explained m the words 

'But m that case, etc. etc ’ — What is desired in this connection is not similarity 
to anything, but similarity to the expressive Word ; and that is not possible 
If the Hearer had heard any expressive Word, then the similarity could be 
pointed out to him , as a matter of fact, however, the Hearer has not heard 
the expressive Word at the time that the Convention regarding its meaning 
was set up , hence what has been suggested is not possible 

It might be urged that the Word that is being spoken of to him by the 
Speaker might be expressive 

The answer to that is — ■* The new Word that he hears is not expressive * , — 
tile Word that is being uttered at the moment is not expressive , because 
no connection has been set up m relation to it , as lias been already pointed 
out 
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TEXT (2256). 

' AS . THERE "' 0UM BE »™»K® BETWEEN THE IDEAS OF THE SPEAKER 

ami the Hearer (in regard to the Connection), -the use of 
the Word would become vitiated , as the idea of the 
Connection in the Mind of the Speaker would be 

ONE, WHILE THAT IN THE MIND OF THE HEARER WOULD 
HE TOTALLY nirTEHEHT "—[ShloUvdrtdaSam. 
bandhakfSpaparthdra., 21-22] —(2256) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Difference between the ideas ' — The complete phrase should bt) * difference 
botwoen tho Connection that forms the object of the ideas ’ —Hence the sense 
comes to bo tins .—Tho object, the matter, that figures in the ideas of the 
Speaker and the Hearer,— being different, there could be no usage based 
upon the idea of the denotation (of the Word) being one and the same 
Question . — Why so J 

Answer : — 1 As the connection m the mind, etc etc ’ 

Tho MimSmsaha now takes up the view that ‘ the Convention is made 
for each mortal being ’ (the first alternative, under Text 2254 ) , and points 
out the defect in it • — 


TEXTS (2257-2263). 

“ For the purpose of setting up the connection for the benefit 
of the Hearer, — which ‘ connection ’ could the Speaker have 
recourse to ?— The Connection which he has perceived before, 

— that HE CANNOT SET UP FOR THE HEARER , WHILE THE NEW ONE 
THAT HE MIGHT SET UP HAS NEVER BEEN ACTUALLY FOUND TO BE 
EXPRESSIVE ..... IF IT BE ARGUED THAT—* THE SAME ARGU- 
MENTS APPLY TO THE JAR AND SUCH THINGS ALSO’, — THEN THE 
ANSWER IS THAT IT IS NOT SO , BECAUSE IN THE CASE OP THESE WHAT 
IS RECOGNISED IS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’, WHOSE EXISTENCE HAS BEEN 
ALREADY ESTABLISHED - EVEN AS REGARDS THE ‘INDIVIDUAL’ 

(Jar), that individual which has been febceived to be effi- 
cient CANNOT BE SET UP , WHILE THAT INDIVIDUAL WHICH MAY BE 
SET UP HAS NOT BEEN FOUND TO BE EFFICIENT IN BRINGING ABOUT 

ITS effect— Even with all this, however, in the case of 

UTTERANCES, THE POTENCY OR EFFICIENCY HAS BEEN RECOGNISED 
ON THE BASIS OF THE ‘ CONFIGURATION ’ (l.E THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’) 

—This ‘Universal’ can have so beginning , but your 'Con- 
nection ’ HAS BEGINNINO.-IF, IN CONNECTION WITH THAT (CONNEO- 
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TION) ALSO, YOU ADMIT Of AN ETERNAL * UNIVERSAL ’ (CoM- 
SIONALTY), — THEN OUR VIEW OF THE MATTER BECOMES ESTABLISHED 

But even so, there cannot be a dual form As a matter of 
fact, the ‘ Connection ’ is only a kind of Potency , and of this 

NO DIVERSITY IS PERCEIVED , IT IS ALWAYS INFERRED FROM 
ITS EFFECTS, AND AS SUCH, IT FOLLOWS THE DIVERSITY IN THE 
EFFECTS — IN FACT THE POTENCY IS ALWAYS PRESUMED ON THE 
BASIS OF THE FACT OF SOMETHING WELL-KNOWN NOT BEING OTHER- 
WISE EXPLICABLE , AND WHEN THIS PURPOSE (OF EXPLAINING) HAS 
BEEN ACCOMPLISHED BY THE PRESUMPTION OF One POTENCY, THERE 
CAN BE NO JUSTIFICATION FOR ASSUMING SEVERAL ” — [ShlokavStllka, 

— SambandhaLsepuparihara, 22 - 29 ] — ( 2257 - 2263 ) 


COMMENTARY 

That he cannot sel up Jor the Hearer ' , — because it has perished (accord- 
ing to the Opponent) 

‘ Has never been found to be expressive ’.—because it has never been 
perceived before 

•In the case of the Jar and other things'.— By putting forward this 
moonBmty^ the Opponents mean to suggest the ‘Inconclusive’ character 
of e M.mamsala s Reason What is meant is that what has been urged is 
apphcable o the case of the Jar, etc also, for instance, the Jar thatha! 

n actually found to be efficient in accomplishing an effective action cannot 
be made again, because it perished as soon as produced , while the one that is 
made now has never been actually found to be efhcient. * 

. , t n '\ m T, r t0 thlS ‘ S ~' 11 18 not 80 . because m the case of these, etc etc ’ — 

is r,rr r rjzzrj? rsi 

capacity for effective action has not ’vet hie * ° ES ^ 1S made now - lb > 
capacity for effective action is take / “ asoertamed —Even so, the 

baas 0{ ‘Universal - (Commonalty) M mdlvlduals > ™ the 

How so ? 1 

In some places th^ reading ^^cLTw^T ’ S ^ nds , for the ‘ Universal ’ 

JS as follows -—Of the eJUciencu tn fcr tmatta ‘ Uc ’ the meaning of which 

M*. there „ no begmmfTfcLe bU '™***»V and the 

and it is absolutely non-different ^ l UmVerial ’ 18 ak ™y s eternal , 

Individuals) s as declared ,n the words-Vhe U^ ^ ^ thB 

apart from the Individual ’ The Universal has no existence 

" oia -* - 

J garaeu as eternal, on the basis of the Universal ’. 
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form is possible, not the Universal, became the ■Universal’ subsists in 
several individuals , while the 1 Connection ’ is one only 

Question -How do you know that the Connection is one only ? 

An f W Z_ ~l A * 7 maUer ° //ac( ' ^ Connection «s cn% a kind of Potency, 
etc etc —The Connection ’ is not anything different from the Potency 
Question — -What if that is bo f 


Answer —'And of this no diversity is perceived' Diversity'— 
plurality. 

Question — Why is it not perceived If 

Answer — ‘ ft is always inferred from its ejects ' that is, in all cases, 
it can only be inferred from the effects it produces , as declared in the words— 
‘ Potencies of oil things can be proved only by the fact of their effects not 
being otherwise explicable ’ — It is for this reason that the Potency only follows 
the diversity of its effects , that is, when it gives rise to any notion of 
diversity regarding itself, it is only in accordance with the diversity of its 
effects ; that is to say, on the ground that there can be no idea of diversity in 
the Potency unless there is diversity in its effects — In the case in question, 
there 'is no diversity m the effect. Beoause the effeot (in the oase of the 
Words) consists only in the bringing about of the particular cognition , end 
this cognition could be based either upon the Word or upon the Object (denoted 
by it) There is no diversity in the former , beoause the Word is always 
recognised as the same Nor can there be diversity in tile cognition based 
upon the Object; because even when the word ‘Cow’ lias been uttered 
hundreds of times, the cognition produced is never of any other kind (savo 
that of the Cow) 

The upshot of the whole is stated in the words — ‘ In fact, the Potency, clo. 
etc ' — It is beoause the cognition of the meaning (denotation of tho object, 
is not otherwise explicable that the Potency of the 1 Denoted and Donoter ' 
is presumed , and as this purpose is accomplished by a single Potency, tho 
assumption of several Potencies is absolutely useless 

Nor can the diversity of the Potency be inferred on the basis of the 
fact of denotation not being otherwise explicable, all that this fact 
can indicate is mere Potency (not its diversity) -(2267-2263) 


The following tests proceed to Show that for the following reason also 
the notion of the Connection being made cannot be right, and consequently, 
the Connection must be eternal — 
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TEXTS (2264-2266). 

“ At THE TIME THAT THE CONNECTION IS ASSERTED, IF THE WORD ‘ COW ’ 
IS DTTERED, SOME PEOPLE, BEING COGNISANT OF THE CONNECTION, 
COMPREHEND THE MEANING, — WHILE OTHERS DO NOT DO SO. CON- 
SEQUENTLY, IF, AT ANY TIME, THE CONNECTION WERE NON-EXISTENT, 

NO ONE WOULD COMPREHEND ITS MEANING It MAY BE ARGUED 

THAT — ' IF THE CONNECTION WERE THERE, ALL MEN WOULD COM- 
PREHEND IT ’ — But THAT IS NOT POSSIBLE , BECAUSE (EVEN THOUGH 

there) the Connection may not be known to certain persons ” 

— f Shlolamrhlca — Sambandhdkacpapanhdra, 30-31] — (2264-2265) 

COMMENTARY 

When some one says ‘ This Cow should not be touched with the foot ’, 
some people, having been cognisant of the Connection of Denoted and Denoter 
between the word and the particular animal, comprehend the object, through 
that Connection , while others who are not cognisant of the Connection com- 
prehend only the verbal form, not its meaning Such being the case, if the 
Connection were not a real entity, then all men, experienced in usage, would 
be unable to comprehend the meaning Because the same thing cannot 
have the two mutually contradictory characters of being existent and non- 
existent From this it follows that the Connection must be there permanently 
Says the Opponent — ‘ If the Connection is always there, then how is it 
that all men do not have the comprehension of the meaning at all times 1 ’ 
The Mimdmsaka anticipates this objection and supphes the detailed 
answer to it, m the words — ‘ If the Connection were there, etc etc ’ — ‘ That 
is not possible, etc ’ sets aside the objection 
Why so 1 

Because the Connection may not be known to certain persons ’ — (2264-2265) 

Says the Opponent — ‘ Even if the Connection is not known (to some 
peraons), why should it not bring about its own effects ? Even though 
en in the holes of the Threshing Yard, the seed does not relinquish its 
own function of producing the sprout ’. 

The Mitndmsaka's answer to this is as follows : — 


TEXT (2266) 

The Connection is only an indicator , hence (for its functioning) 

IT STANDS IN NEED OF BEING COGNISED ITSELF , IT IS FOR THIS REASON 
THAT, THOUGH PRESENT, IT DOES NOT DO THE indicating UNTIL 
IT IS ITSELF cognised ’ ’—[Sh loixivarhha—Sam bandhc- 
ksepapanhara, 32] — (2266) 


Wortf I^'iCGtoT is different from that of the Producer , the 

TT« 5 ° ^ 6 ® m °k e » is only an Indicator, not a producer , like the seed, 
nenco the objection raised is not applicable —{2266) 
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Says the Opponent — It is not possible for the same thing to have the 
two contradictory characters of being existent and being non-existent . 
similarly it cannot be right for the same thing to be both known and not 
Inown If there is no incompatibility between these two, why should there 
be lncompat ibility between existence and non-existence ? 

The MimdmsaKa’s answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2267-2269) 

“ It is often found that though a certain thing exists, it is 
not Known , but it is never found by any person that what is 
absolutely non-existent IS existent , because existence and non . 
existence being mutually contradictory, cannot belong to the 
same thing. There is no such contradiction between being 
knoton AND being not Known , because knowledge subsists in the 
cognisant ‘person , and as personalities vary, there is no 
incompatibility , hence the absence of Knowledge, as residing 
IN ONE PERSON, DOES NOT BECOME EXCLUDED (BY THE presence of 
knowledge, IN another PERSON).— [ShloKavarlikw—Sambandha- 

kgepapanlidra, 33-35) — (2267-2269) 


COMMENTARY 

It is incompatible for two mutually contradictory properties to reside 
the same thing,— not when they reside in different things As regards 
being Known and being not foiown.-these reside in different persons, hence 
there can be no incongruity in this The same cannot be said 
and non-existence, which have been held (by the Opponent) to res.de in the 
same thing (the Connection) Such, m bnef, is the sense of the argument 

( 2267 - 2269 ) 

_ . Tr, (lip rase of the two characters of being known 

Says the Opponent-In the ow * mutually contradictory 

and being nat-knovm, these wo j _ in t j,e sorn e substratum 

characters of «w®* e n« ’ “"i^^Tchlracters of being known and being not- 
[it being the Object that has hence the said incon- 

toovm, even though the t ,’ n and non-cognitwn of 

ss 

x ~ -f upon eqna,,y 8Ultab,e p,aeeB ’ 

0,18 M-iwa-wsaka says - 
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TEXT (2270). 

“ The white object standing before persons some of whom are 

BLIND AND THE OTHERS ARE NOT, THE OBJECT IS NOT SEEN BY THOSE 

WHO ARE BUND, WHILE IT IS SEEN BY THOSE WHO ARE NOT , 

but this does not make the object existent and non- 
existent ” — [ Shlobavarhla — Sambandbalsepapanhara , 

37] —(2270) 

COMMENTARY 

The Colour present before two persons — of whom one is blmd and the 
other not so, — is actually seen only by one whose vision is perfect, and 
not by the other , and even for these men, this fact does not make the Colour 
existent (for the one) and non-existent (for the other) — The same would 
be the ease with the Connection also — (2270) 

In order to meet the question as to what is the cause of this, — the 
M\mumsala offers the following explanation — 


TEXT (2271). 

“There is ho incompatibility in this case, because there is 

DIVERSITY IN THE CAPACITY AND INCAPACITY OF MEN In THE 
CASE IN QUESTION (OF WORDS) ALSO, THERE IS NO CAUSE OF 
THE PERCEPTION (OF THE MEANING), OTHER THAN THE 

Connection ’ * — [Shlokavdrti la — Sambandha - 
ksepaparihara , 38] — (2271) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows — Mere existence is not the cause of a thing 
being perceived , the cause of it lies in the capacity of the perceiving man ; 
it is for this reason that even when the thing is existent, its non-perception 
y some one who is devoid of the capacity to perceive it, does not involve 
any incongruity ; hence * non-cognition * cannot he said to be invariably 
concomitant with non-existence 

, VS ^ p P onent — fbat is so, then, even when the Connection (of 

e ord and its meaning) is not there, the cognition or non-cognition of 
e meaning by men would be determined by the presence and absence of 
c capacity in the men ; so that it all stands on the same footing. 

e answer to this 15 — 1 There 75 no cause , etc etc * — That is, the cogrn- 
1011 of the meaning always follows from the cognition of the Connection — 
Vther goes with ‘ cause \ 

Word^ ^ erce ^ }tlon * — 1 e of the apprehension of the meaning of the 

Barshanasya ’ the Genitive is to he construed with ‘ hetuh \ 
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In ‘ Sambandm the Ablative 
'In the case m question ’ — i e 
Words and their meanings 


n t0 be construed with ‘ anyak ' 
m the matter of the usage relating to 


Other people take the first half of the teat itself as providing the reason 
demanded by the Opponent, and explain the term ‘ SambandhSi', as ‘apart 
from the capacities of men * , and ‘ atm ’ as standing for the * white object ’ 
spolcon of above — (2271) 


In the following Text, the MmSmsalca sums up thn argument as hearing 
upon the matter under discussion — 


TEXT (2272) 

" Thus then, the ' knowledge of usage ’ stands on toe same footing 

AS THE SENSE-ORGANS , SO THAT THOSE WHO HAVE THE SAID KNOW- 
LEDGE APPREHEND THE MEANING, WHILE OTHERS, NOT HAVING 
THE SAID KNOWLEDGE, DO NOT APPREHEND IT, — JUST 
AS THE BLIND MAN (BEING DEVOID OF TOE VISUAL 
ORGAN, DOES NOT APPREHEND COLOUR) 

[SMolavdrttka — Sambandhaksepapanhara, 39] 

—(2272) 


COMMENTABY 

Tho term * vyavahdra \ * usage here stands for the Connection between 
the word and its meaning , in the sense that it is on the basis of this that words 
are used — 1 vgavahni/ate asmat ’ the * Knowledge ‘ of this Connection, 
stands on the same footing as the sense organs , for instance, those alone 
who have the sense-organ perceive the object, — while those who have not 
do not perceive it even though the object is there , similarly, those who have 
the knowledge of the Connection comprehend the meaning from the Word, 
while those who do not have that knowledge do not comprehend it, even 
though the Connection is there ,— so really there is perfect analogy between 
the two cases — (2272) 


njnder the view that the Connection of the Word with its meaning was 
created, set up at a certain time, by a certain person] it has to be explained, 
who the Person was who created the Connection and to whom he com 
immicated it —It cannot be ngbt to say that the man learns it by himse , 
asthesame might be said regarding others also -If it was communicated to 
l“t 3 by some one else, -then it should have been communicated 
to that man also by some one else, -then, in that case, there being no beg. - 
runs, the Connection m\ist he regarded as eternal. 

This is shown by the MbmUnwifca m the followmg - 
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TEST (2273) 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, FOR ALL PERSONS IGNORANT (OF THE CONNECTION), 
the Connection becomes known through long-continued 

TRADITION, — AND THERE HAS BEEN NO BEGINNING OF 

the Connection.” — (2273) 

COMMENTARY 

The argument may be formulated as follows — The Connection between 
the Word and its meaning must be regarded as preceded by the usage of 
elderly people, — because it. is a Connection , — like Connections of the present 
time, — the Connection under dispute is also a Connection , hence this is a 
Reason based upon the nature of things — (2273) 


Having thus established the conclusion that it is not possible for the 
Convention to be set up with regard to each mortal being (the first alternative 
suggested in Text 2254), — the Mimamsaka proceeds to reject the other 
alternative (suggested there) that it is set up m reference to each utterance. 


TEXTS (2274^-2277) 

“Convention in regard to each utterance cannot be made by 

USAGE —At THE TIME OF THE BEGINNING OF THE CREATION, THERE 
OOULD NOT BE ANY SUCH ACTION ; AND NO SUCH TIME IS ADMITTED 

BY us ” — [Sfilolcavdrtika — Sambandhaksepapanhara, 42] — The 

VIEW HELD BY US IS THAT THE WORLD WAS NEVER OTHERWISE 
THAN WHAT IT IS NOW — AS FOR THE ‘ UNIVERSAL DISSOLUTION ’, 
IT CANNOT BE KNOWN THAT THERE CAN BE ANY SUCH IN REALITY 

In fact ‘ Dissolution ’ may be a name for the Night only, 
when there is cessation of all activity , the Day in that case would 
be Creation ’, because all sorts of activity proceed at that 
time Or ' Dissolution ’ may be there in the form of the 
estrudion of particular countries or Destruction of particular 
families —There is no evidence for any such Dissolution as 
CONSISTS IN THE DESTRUCTION OF ALL THINGS ” — (2274-2277) 


COMMENTARY 

otheiJ!* ~~ I 6 throu 8 h th « setting up of usage ; what is meant is that, 
of the Connect^ ** n ° SB * tm 6 l, P of the usage prior to the getting up 

at the I, 85 ^ 66n assertet I that the Connection could have been set up either 
rebuttedTT ° f ot “ be set up in the present This is 

of the dissnl t 6 WOrc * s ^ time, etc etc ’ — " Such time ’ — 1 e the time 
words and moanin' ^ 10 Wor '^’ 'vhen there would be no connection between 
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* OlsuruAst San irtaf ft is * ; — Le. in th» state of i' 1 -? utter EnnihSai’cin oi 
sH things ; — a? there is no evidence for this. 

OsafiV. -• — Horn then do peop’e speak oi the ‘ Dissolution ’ ! 

A nstrer s — '.-if for XjmosrtrX D~s*&s£tn, tie tie ; — - eo-wo? fe i— cn— , ' — 
by peop’e ; — ■* in maiiiy " what is meant i* that an ctur w? devrnet'on of s'l 
thin® may not be denied. 

These assumptions are esempliPed — ‘ Dfsnh^ ion mst, he tie rs—e /c* 
yiprJ only \ 

Qucslion : — -TChy is not the real ‘ Dissolution ' admitted ! 

_4ust.e»r — ' UTitrc is no eridoncc, tic. tier — (11274-2277} 

Granting that there is real * Dissohrh'on ’ ; — even «o ns nr tfcrt time, 
there -would be no creative Person, in * he shape oi Goo. who has no* emrely 
lost his memory, intuition and other families. — nosettincupoi tVComfrt.on 
would be possible. 

This is shown in the following t — 


TEXT (227S). 

- As A 7IATTEB or FACT THEBE CAX BE SO ErEKA'AL CREAMS A>D 

Destbotsr. is tee shape or Goo os aht sres Beihg. who 

HOT EATING LOST HIS XXSOST, COTED SET OF THE 

Coyyrcnojr." — (227S) 

COMMENTARY. 

• mere ex, E>r etc. etc.— Because the polity oi anv -m*. Be>e hs* 
been repudiated in detail. — {2273} 

. . * Rnt : e*oa*es t^e obJe’’*.o*' <l oi tli p * 

la the following te». tne .in'--/"-.' i*. an. r oa 

Opponent — 

TEXT (227“) 

BvevSe what rs srntrPEP ,= 
tio THE «« or ^ Worn 
THE SATO OrOET (OT 

Erssrvt.'rrr o t Wo'P', -• . 


COMMENTARY. 


-«• oith-d^'---er'^ , -= ; 


men* 


The IX ord is he’d **r’ ^ 

r oi the o. a % 
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according to the Grammarian, is what, m the case of every Word, is really 
the entity representing the whole Word, which expresses the meaning] ; — 
and as the arrangement or order of the Letters is always dependent upon the 
whim of man (the Speaker), it cannot be eternal ; and in this way the Letters 
also must be regarded as non-eternal , because the ‘ arrangement ’ is not 
anything different from the Letters 

How so ? 

‘ Because what is reqarded as expressive, etc etc ' — It is the Word, con- 
sisting of the Letters, that is regarded to he expressive ; because the idea of 
‘ Word ’ is due to the particular arrangement of the Letters, not to any such 
other entity as the ‘ Sphota ’ , — and the arrangement is due to hnman agency. 
—( 227 * 1 ) 

The same idea is further explained — 


TEXTS (2280-2281). 

“ [The Opponent continttes] — ‘ As, according to you, the Letters 

ARE AIL-PERVADING, ANY PARTICULAR ARRANGEMENT CANNOT BE 
INHERENT IN THEMSELVES J BECAUSE THE ARRANGEMENT IS THE 
PRODUCT OF ARTICULATION WHICH IS NOT-ETERNAL, — IT 
MUST, ON THAT ACCOUNT, BE NON-ETERNAL — FURTHER, 

THE SAID ARRANGEMENT MUST BE DEPENDENT 
UPON THE WHIM OF THE SPEAKER, AS IT OWES 
ITS APPEARANCE TO HIS DESIRE TO SPEAK 

Thus the eternauty of the Letters 

WOULD BE USELESS FOR YOU ’ ” 

[Shlokavarhka — Etehnality 
of Words, 279-280] 

—(2280-2281) 


COMMENTARY. 

there c' arX h , " / ^ 0U — Mimamsahis ~— Letters are all -pervading ; hence 

can l^h 1 6 n ° ° r ^ er ° r arran 6 emen t among them, m relation to space ; nor 
there o 1 ™ re ^ atlon to time, because they are eternal , hence it could be 
articvl \ ' aS ^ 1! ° nr ticsilation that manifests them ; — and as this 

u ton is not eternal, what is due to it must, also be non-eternal 
thing 6 ar ® ument ma y be formulated as follows • — ‘ What is due to some- 
I'eMers 1 ' 01 ^ 6terna * must be non-etemal, — e g the Jar ; — the order of the 
nature of thuf° non-eternal , hence this is a reason based upon the 
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nJtzstjz zzsz :?r gh the mro ’ s ' de - e * 

the hands, the winking of tZ v °* * uman on m,~\iko the shaking 0 f 
Letters (ma Zrl^Z sUbv tl 7 "***r-* «* Order ofteo 
«"* upon the 

It might be urged that-the Letters themselves without anv n„W 
as they become heard by the Ear, would express the mjmg' ^ ^ 
The Opponent's answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXTS (2282-2283) 

WOBDS, WITHOUT SOME ORDER, HAVE NEVER BEEN KNOWN TO BE 
EXPRESSIVE , HENCE IT IS THE ORDER (OR ARRANGEMENT) WHICH 
SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE Word FOR THOSE PEOPLE 
ALONE, ACCORDING TO WHOM THE Word, IS SOMETHING DIF- 
FERENT from the Letters, and devoid of any order 

OF SEQUENCE (OR ARRANGEMENT), OAN THE ASSUMP- 
TION OF THE BTERNAUTY OF WORDS HAVE 

anv use ’ [Sblokavdrhlca— Eter- 

nalitv of Words, 282-283] — 

(2282-2283) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Letters themselves, without any order, have never boon found 
to be expressive of meanings , hence a definite order or arrangement of 
Letters has got to be admitted Under the circumstances, it is tho order 
that comes to be the Word, and also expressive, — for you, Mimunumlan , 
and all this character cannot belong to the Letters themselves 

This Order, however, is something non-eternal , hence what is expres- 
sive must also be non-eternal , hence tho assumption of the eternnlity of 
Words is absolutely futile Because what is desired by- you is to prove tho 
etemahty of only that Word which is expressive, — not of any other , hence 
the proofs that you adduce in support of the Letters only ore of no use in 
the matter under consideration , because tho mero Letters are not expree 
swe , — then as regards what is expressive, i e. the ordor or arrangomonl 
of the Letters, — it is not regarded as eternal ; hence nil your effort is futile 

There are some people, — e g the Grammarians, — who regard the Sphofo, 
which is an impartite entity as a whole, apart from tho Letters, (o lie 
expressive ,—for these people alone the assumption of tho etemahty of 
the Word can have any use , because tho said entity ‘ Spofa ' is eternal 
(2282-2283) 

To the above arguments of the Opponent, tho Jlfimuw«nfn offers the 
following reply — 
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TEXT (2284) 

“ The contingency or the order or arrangement being regarded as 
the Word does not ari=e por us Became the order or arrange - 
ment AS SUBSISTING IN ANYTHING ELSE HAS NEVER BEEN 
POUND TO BE ILLUMINATIVE (EXPRESSIVE) ” — [Shloka- 
vdrtika — Eternality or Words, 284]— (2284) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Order ’ consist*, m a certain, sequential arrangement ; any such arrange- 
ment cannot become expressive, — under our view ; because rt would not bo 
universally true — This is shown by the words — ‘ Because, etc. etc ’ — * Sub- 
sisting m anything else ’, — e g. that subsisting m gems, pearls and so forth 
—(2284) 

Further, it is not only the order subsisting m the Letters that is held to 
be expressive — Why ?• — The reason is explained in the following : — 


TEXT (2285). 

“ As a matter or pact, the Order or Arrangement is only a pro- 
perty or the Letters , it is not regarded to be a distinct 
entity by itself The idea, in fact, is that what are 

expressive are the Letters as cognised m the said Order ” 

[ Shlokavdrhka — Etehnauty or Letters, 286-287] 

—(2285) 


COMMENTARY. 

Qth NOt \ dtsUnct entity '— 1 e., as expressive independently by itself 
ermse, there would be real difierence between the Property and the Object 
V 14 beb)n g s ‘ 'Which difierence is not desirable 
uestum What is it then that is expressive ? 

Mwer The idea mfact, etc. etc ’ — ‘ Ittham ’, in a particular order. 

nnr ™ “cant is as follows.— It is not merely the Order that is expressive, 

are exrZ ' ^ SS suba,stm g ,n fcile Letters ,— nor merely the Letters ; what 
the Si 'T are ths Letters as arranged m a certain order , hence m 
hatters arnr-n thS ° rder “ not the P rin cipal factor, because the 
position- 8 a T ^ avm ® Order, hence the Order occupies only a secon- 
that Order 1 18 tbe '^ etters ''hat are recognised as the thing possessing 

bit property. This is what is meant by the Text. — (2285) 

‘o wf haV ® be6n ur S ed (hy th e Opponent, under Text 2280) 

that they are r) T the ^te™ are the products of Articulation, and (2) 
by the Mima Bp nt upon the whim of the Speaker — It is pointed out 
'inadmissible m the followm S texts that both these Reasons are 
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TEXTS (2286-2287) 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE IS NOT A PRODUCT , 
BECAUSE IT IS ALWAYS ACCEPTED AS AN ALREADY ESTABLISHED 
ENTITY , THE SPEAKER DOES NOT ADOPT ANY ORDER INDEPENDENTLY 
BY HIS OWN CHOICE , IN FACT, HE ALWAYS DESIRES TO UTTER THE 
WORD IN THE SAME FORM IN WHICH IT HAS BEEN UTTERED BY OTHERS 
IN THE PAST , AND OTHER PERSONS COMING LATER ALSO UTTER IT 
IN THAT SAME FORM , — THUS IT IS THAT THIS ALSO IS WITHOUT 
BEGINNING, — LIKE THE CONNECTION (OF THE MEANING) ” — [Shlola- 

vdrliLa — Eternality of Words, 287-289] — (2286-2287) 
COMMENTARY 

• Because, it is always, etc etc l e the Speaker adopts the already 
existing order 

This is further clarified— 1 The Speaker does not, etc. etc' 

Like the Connection, the Order also is without beginning. — (2286-2287) 

The argument is Bummed up by the Mimdmsaka m the following' 


TEXT (2288) 

" Thus then, even though the Obpbr is not something unchangeable 
(and eternal in that sense), yet it is eternal , in usage And we 
have to make an effort to refute the idea of men being 
independent (in their choice of the Order of Letters 
used ) . ’ ’—[Shhlavarti ha — Eternality of Words, 

289-290] —(2288) 

COMMENTARY- 

.*W-the Genitive ending is due to the verbal affix found » 

' pratifedhya ' j8 therefore not applicable 

The objection thathi, b ge jn tbc s6n8 e 0 f being undmngcablc, 

uke — - - be acoepted on thB bB8,B of the usagB 

° f “Cut ST- that the Order, etemaHor all practica. purposes,- 
and S unJiangeaHy eternal, like the Bills -(3288) 

„ s9 of the Order, why is not the 

. JSrji'Si * ** - - — 

only * 

Answer — 
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TEXTS (2289-2290). 

‘ In the case of the Letters however, such eternaiaty would 

NOT BE POSSIBLE IF THEY WERE NOT REALLY UNCHANGEABLE , IT IS 
ONLY WHEN THE LETTERS THEMSELVES ARE ETERNAL THAT THEIR 

Order can appear through usage , just in the same manner as 
the Jar and other things are made only when the eternal 
Atoms are there; in the absence of these, the making of 

THESE THINGS WOULD HAVE NO BASIS AT ALL, AND NONE SUCH IS 

ever perceived ” — \ShlokavarliLa — Eternaltty of Words, 

290-292] — (2289-2290) 


COMMENTARY. 

Like the Order, the Letters also could not be regarded as eternal m usage, 
though not unchangeably eternal, and the phenomena of the comprehension 
of the meanings of words explained on that basis. 

Question — Why can it not be so explained ? 

Assurer — ‘It i« only when the Letters, etc. etc.’ — If the Letters were 
uncAangeaHy eternal, — in that case, the usage would be possible through 
tradition among people and thence the appearance of the Order , i.e. the 
Order would acquire its existence ; as for example, the making of the Jar, 
etc. proceeds from the Atoms as their basis 

In some places, the reading is * hrainadayah ’ (for ‘ hramodayah ’) , 
w which case the ' ddi ' would include their ‘ Connection ‘ Recognition ’ 
and bo forth 

Question — * Why cannot the making (and appearance, of Jar, etc and 
Order) be possible without the etemahty of the Letters and the Atoms ? ’ 
Answer — ‘ In the absence of these, etc etc ’ — ‘ in the absence of these ’ 
stands for ‘ if both, the Letters and the Atoms, wei e not unchangeably eternal 
Saj-B the Opponent — Just as the Atoms are the constituent cause of the 
ar and other things, — so of the Letters also, there would be subtler constituent 
parts, as has been declared (by Grammarians) that — ‘Of Letters there are 
constituent parts, of which the Letters themselves are only the fourth stage ’ 

n er the circumstances, how is it that Letters are described as unchangeably 
eternal * 

t Answer This does not affect our case It has been explained in 
urse of the Refutation of Sphota (Shlohavarliha), that Letters have no 

constituent parte — (2289-2290) 


„ ur *’ Br> ^ Letters were not eternal, m the sense of being unchangeable, 

‘ I a 80 ' t* nunt ^ 6ver y user of words, the idea could not be there that 
m u tenng only those words that have been used by others ’ ; and yet as 
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poSl^f U.oSttelT were nollZn^ '* f ° ltOWB ^ thlS could not *» 

Th*s is what is explained in the following — 


TEXT (2291) 

“The idea in the mind of every Speaker is always that ‘I am 

UTTERING WORDS THAT HAVE BEEN USED BY OTHER PERSONS ’ , 
THIS IN ITSELF MAKES THEM ETERNAL , AND THERE IS NOTHING 
NOB YOU THAT WOULD BE INDICATIVE (OF A CONTRARY 

conclusion) ” — [Sklokavarhka — Eternauty of 
Words, 294]— (2291) 

COMMENTARY 

Says the Opponent— If the Order of the Letters, Ga and the rest, is 
not oternal in reality, nor are the articulations manifesting them, nor those 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc ,— then one cannot bring 
about these prompters of the articulations [as they are past and gone imme- 
diately on coming] , and the new ones that one does bring about have never 
before been found to be such prompters under the circumstances, bow can 
the Letters, manifested in a certain order, become the means of comprehending 
the meaning ? — (2291) 

In view of all these arguments, the Mimdmsala says • — 


TEXT (2262) 

“ Just as in the case of the Jar and such things, their use is 

CHARACTERISED (AND INDICATED) BY THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ , — SO IN THE 
SAME MANNER, THE ORDER OR ARRANGEMENT (OF THE LETTERS) 
\VOULD BECOME CHARACTERISED AND INDICATED THROUGH 

the * Universal ’ ” — [Shlobavarhka — Eternauty of 
Words, 296] —(2292) 

COMMENTARY 

Just a? in the case of the Jar, etc , even though they are non eternal, 
yet their use is indicated by the ‘ Universal ’.—so, in the same way, eien 
though the particular arrangement of the Letters may be non-eternal, 
their use could bB determined and explained —(2292) 
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How the we could be determined end indicated is next explained • — 


TEXTS (2293-2294). 

« such Universals as the ‘ Palate etc. are always present (in 
their Universal or common form) in all men , and it is through 
THESE THAT THE SPEAKER EMITS THE ArhCitlahOn-S , — AND THERE 
ARE DISTINCT UNIVERSALS OF THESE (ARTICULATIONS) ALSO, WHICH 
SERVE TO BRING ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF THE SOUNDS, AND 
THERE ARE AS MANY OF THESE AS THERE ARE LETTERS , — OR IT IS 
THE PARTICULAR INDIVIDUALS (ARTICULATIONS) THEMSELVES AS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE SAID UNIVERSALS THAT BRING ABOUT THE 
MANIFESTATION OF THE PARTICULAR LETTER-SOUNDS.” — [SMoLa- 

aarfilar-ETERNALiTY of Words, 296-297] — (2293-2294) 


COMMENTARY. 


Such Vnwersals as ‘ the Palate ' and other speech-centres subsist in 
the individual Palates of all men , and as such are present in all men , — 
it is through these TJhiversals that the Speaker determines these speech- 
centos, and then emits — exhales — through them the Articulations m the 
shape of the mamfestive air-currents , this is in accordance with the maxim 
that there can be no idea of the Qualified until there is cognition of the 
Qualification ’. 


Though these Articulations are evanescent, — yet like the Universal 
Con and the like, there are as many ‘ Universals ’ as there are Letters , 
and these same Universals, associated with the Individuals, become mani- 
festos of the Letter-Sounds 


Or, the individual Articulations themselves, associated with the Univer- 
se s, proceed to manifest the Sounds in consonance with the Letters This 
ls an alternative view — (2293-2294) 


boils 0 ®5P on0 °t — Though there are distinctUmvereals of the Articula- 

thev* ^ ' 6V6n w ^ en ^® se Articulations are marked by those Umversals, 
tested”- 1” 0 ] 1 a k out t'k® particular order in which the Letters are roam- 

reS p B ’ ™tj 35 Order is there. Because even though, through their 
no Order* , ' Euversa, l s i they are distinct from one another, yet there can be 
tbe circam , 6rent m toemselves ; because they are iropartite things. Under 
hroooiif „v f? 6S ' ^°' v oan f*™ 0 be any idea of the Order among Letters, 
Tb« iJ- U ^ Order in their mamfester ’ 

Mmamtala’s answer to this is as follows .— 



1078 


tattvasaSgraka 


ohaptbr xxtv 


TEXT (2295) 

“ The Order of Sequence among the 'Asticula nrnrc , 

TO THE ORDER AMONG THE fVivmv-™, WTI0 ' NS WOULD BE DUE 

the Palate etc J^ S A3fD Bwwwow of 

“ ATE > ET0 -< AND THE ETERNALLY of BOTH wmrrn M 
HUE to their respective Univebsals “HWhUrtSL 
Eteknality of Words, 298]*— (2295) 

COMMENTARY. 

,, n T ’} 0Ugh ther ® 18 no 0rder aTn ™« the Articulations by themsehe, vet 
the Order among them ,s brought about by the Conjunctions and V~X 
The etemahty of both,~i e of tho .v „ "'sjnnctions 

Disjunctions with the Palate, etc , and (2) of the Order of th^tTf f* an<1 
is due to the Umvereals subsisting m them respectively * * 

Thus everything ib nil right —(2296) 

he tSm ,rT n T ! h0 0rd6r 18 n0n - 6t6rnaI h * «*«•* how can ,ts etemahty 
trsa e d ? d ^ *" UmV0r8al ‘ bv Vlrtue of wh,ch « «°»M form part of 
Answer — 


TEXT (2290) 

Just as in the case of Moving About and other Actions, there is 
an Order of Sequence, through the ‘ Universal ' subsisting 

IN THE VARIOUS FACTORS IN THE ACTION, — SO A SIMILAR ORDER 

of Sequence may be there among the Palate, etc , 
the Articulation and the Letter, through their 
respective Universal® "—[Shlokavurhla— 

Eternality of Words, 2 99] — ( 2296 ) 

COMMENTARY 

Just as m the case of the particular Actions of Moving About and the 
like, — ■' and the like ’ including Ant-lmes, etc — the presence of the Order of 
Sequence becomes a part of usage, through the ‘ Universal etc subsisting 
m the various factors, — here also ‘ etcetera ’ includes the UVuvorsals m the 
Ant-lmes, etc , — so, in the same manner, the presence of the Order of 
Sequence among the Palate, the Articulations and the Letters is adopted in 
use, as indicated by the TJmversals subsisting in the Palate, etc 

The compound ‘ falvSdidhvantvarnabhak ’ is to be expounded ns ‘ tuhvdi . 

* Palate, etc ’ — ‘ dhianayah ‘ Articulations — and ‘ tarnSh ’, ‘ Loiters * 
[a copulative compound) — 1 that which bears this ’ is 1 Idled bhul' Tims 
what is meant is that — (a) the Order of the Conjunctions and Disjunctions of 
the Palate, indicated by its own ‘ Universal ’ is the cause of the oxhnlntion of 
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the Articulation, — (2) the Order of the Articulations, due to the Order of 
the Conjunctions and Disjunctions o! the Palate, etc , indicated by its can 
• Universal becomes the cause of the Order in the manifestation of the Letters , 
and this last becomes the cause of the comprehension of the meaning 

In some places, the reading is ‘ bhagah ' ; under which the meaning 
would be as follows — Just as the parts of the Actions of Moving About and 
the like, which appear in a certain Order of Sequence, become the basis of 
usage, when they are marked by a 1 Universal ’ or by some other property, — 
similarly the Order of Sequence in the Palate, etc becomes part of the usage 

Some people read * Kramanusmrtirevam syat ’ (in place ‘ ICramanuvrtti- 
revam sy5t ’) , which would be construed as follows • — Just as the parts of 
the Actions of Moving About, etc. are remembered as marked by the Universal, 
etc , — similarly in the case of the Palate, etc also there would be remembrance 
of the Order, as marked by the Universal, etc. — (2296) 

Or, the Order of the Articulations may not be due to the Order of the 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc , — it may be due to the 
Articulations themselves, because they are made up of component parts — 
This is the view put forward in the following — 


TEXT (2297) 

Ob, the individuals (Articulations) themselves, being extremely 

SUBTLE nr THEIR NATURE, — THERE IS COGNITION OF THE PRO- 
PERTIES of the ‘ Universal ’ , and it is through this that 
there is cognition of Order among the Letters, even 
though these are all-pebvading ” — [ ShloLavar - 
tika — Eternality of Words, 300] — (2297) 

COMMENTARY 

Individuals ' stands for the particular Articulations The parts— 
omponents of the Articulations — which appear m a certain order,— are 
t L reme y 8ubfc, ' Q ’ hence there can be no usage through them ; consequently 
rerr of tbe Universal — such as eternality and the rest — become 
Word!soun^ 8finitely known— as the causes of the manifestation of the 

Question — What if that is so i 

all-ne - ’"r^ ^ i&Jhnmgh this, etc etc ’ — Even though the Letters are 
the (lnil tlaey appear as m an Order of Sequence, on account of 

he Articulations which always appear in a certain order — (2297) 
The following text sums up the discussion — 
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TEXT (2298). 

^ ™zr - 

EXPRESSIVE OF DIVERSE JMEANINfiS .MAMoMfo 

■Eternauty of Words, SOI]— (2298) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Properties of the Articulation such as seauentmi iva«. . 
less intensity, limitation in space and so forth. ’ W or 

<Weaf MenS " eUrnal '>- fc ’ nr0D e h ^ Uruversals 
following up ’ — in accordance with — (2298) 


eXp!am ° d « detel! tb *t, if on account of their borne 
etonal and aB-pervading, Letters cannot have any Order, etc by themselves, 
-even so, all this Order, etc , really belonging ro the manifesting Art.culat.ons, 
become attributed to the Letters and thereby become contributories to the 
comprehension of the meaning of (the Word) -Now the Mmummlu proceeds 
to set forth another view, under which the said distinctions of Order, etc. 
really belong to Time, of which the Articulations are only this qualifying 
adjuncts ; and these being perceived in the tetters, become eonfnbutones 
to the comprehension of the meaning. 


TEXT (2299) 

“ The Order of the Letters, as also the Shobmkess, Lescot and 
Prolongation, — all these are only distinctions or divisions 

of Time , and they come to be recognised as conditioned 
(oh affected) by the Articulations.”— [SA foLittfrftlti— 
Eteknamty of Words, 302]— (2299) 

COMMENTARY, 

The compound * dhianyupadhayah ’ is to bo expounded os — ' The de- 
ductions of Time which have the manifesting Articulations for their 
qualification ’ — (2299) 

Says the Opponent — People who have postulated Time hovo regarded 
it as one, all-pervading and eternal j as has been declared in tho following 
words — * Some people regard Time as a substance which la one, eternal and 
all-pervading, — and something quite apart from the operation of modifiable 
substances’ , — under the circumstances, how can there bo any * distinction* ' 
(or divisions) of Time ? 

The Mtinamsala's answer to this is as follows — 
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TEXTS (2300-2301). 

“ Time is one, all-pervading and eternal, — and yet it is known 

TO BE * DIVIDED J ALSO, AMONG ALL THINGS , — JUST LIKE LETTERS 
AND IT BECOMES MANIFESTED BY CERTAIN THINGS IN CERTAIN 
CASES, — WHEN IT IS MANIFESTED IN CONNECTION WITH 

Letters, it becomes contributory to the act of 
expressing (or denoting) ; and as it exists 
ELSE'WHERE also, its form is regarded as 
eternal ” — [Shlolavartika — Eternauty 
of Words, 303-304].— (2300-2301) 


COMMENTARY 


‘ Divided also * , — the term 1 also ’ goes with all that has gone before — it is 
one also, eternal also , all-pervading also , though it has been misplaced m 
the Text 


Question — In what way is it 1 divided * ? 

Answer — * Among all things , like Letters ’ — What is meant is ns 
follows — Though the Letter, Oa for instance, is one on^ and eternal, yet when 
it comes to be manifested by a particular Articulation at a particular place* 
then it is known as divided through the divisions of place, etc. , similarly 
Time also , though it pervades over all things, yet when it comes to be mam- 
ested by a certain action in regard to a certain object, it becomes known 
divided or 4 distinct * ; and when it is manifested m connection with 
fcters, it becomes contributory to the act of expressing 

Question —If Time is so 4 divided how is it regarded as eternal and 
all-pervading ’ 


^ ^ nsiver As it exists, etc etc * — 4 Elsewhere *•— i e m Creepers, Leaves 
ees and so forth , — because it exists in these also, its etemahty and all- 
pervasiveness become recognised and established — 4 Eternalitv* alone is 
men toned in the Text , by way of illustration — (2300-2301) 


TEXT (2302) 

u -p_ 

OM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT THEBE IS HO SUCH FBOFEBTr IN 
ORDS AS IS FEBISHABLE , CONSEQUENTLY IT BECOMES ES- 
TABLISHED THAT THE WORD IS ETERNAL, FOB THOSE WHO 

uphold THE etebnality of Letters ’’—[Shlolavartila 
— Etebnauty of Words, 305] —{2302) 

COMMENTARY 

> o, ? ^ 1!s ’ etc *** ’ — This sums up the Mlmamsata's own view. 

Property ’ — as Order, etc (2302) 
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Says the Opponent— If the Order then is a property of Time, or of the 
manifesting Articulation,— and does not really belong to Letters,— t her 
how does it become contributory to the expressing of themennmg J Certmnlv 
the property of one thing cannot belong to the other 
The Mitnutniaka's answer to this is as follows • 


TEXT (2303). 

AS MATTER OF FACT, A PROPERTY BELONGING TO ONE THING DOES BECOME 
AUXILIARY TO ANOTHER THING,— AS HAS BEEN POINTED OUT IN 
THE CASE OF THE SPEED OF THE HORSE. — As REGARDS ‘ ETEB- 
NALITY IN THE CASE OF ALL THINGS, THE ONLY PROOF OF 

it consists in Presotpiton.” — [ Shlolavarltla -— 
Etehnality of Words, 306].— (2303) 


COMMENTARY 

* As has been ‘pointed out ’ — in Buoh assertions ns • Pooplo going in n boat, 
etc. etc.' where the ‘ boat ’ is meant to stand for all kinds of conveyance 

* Like the Speed of the Borse, etc.' — For example, when people are riding 
a horse, the speed of the horse is contributory to the man’s reaching a distant 
place, and also the man’s notion that the trees on the roadside are moving 
Similarly the Order, though belonging to the Articulation, becomos contri- 
butory to the Letters bringing about the comprehension of the meaning 

Having thus shown in detail that the assertion of the non-elcmahty of 
Words is annulled by Presumption, the Mimameaha sums up his position in 
the words-* As regards eternahly, etc. etc.’— The term * taemat ’ as mtroducmg 
the summing up is to be regarded as understood here. . , 

■ in the case of all thmgs ’-What is meant is that it is not the ctemahty 
of Letters only that is proved by the fact that the expression of »»"■”** 
the Letters cannot be otherwise explained, -but the otornaUty of the Pa a , 

° t n i “ worf do™ .let 

s. v-d — « «« « 

sion of its meaning ’. — (2303) 

- < d > agamst expenDnc0 " 
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TEXTS (2304-2305). 

“Is SEEKING TO PROVE THE NON-ETERNALTTY OF WORDS, THE OTHER 
PARTY woras THE ODIUM OF CONTRADICTING HIS OWN WORDS, 
etc ; AS A MATTER OF FACT, EVERY PROPOSITION IS ASSERTED ONLY 
for the purpose OF BRINGING about the comprehension of 
WHAT ONE DESIRES TO PROVE , AND IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT 
TRE SON-ETERNAL WORD CANNOT EXPRESS ITS OWN MEANING. 

Consequently, as your own assertion expresses its meaning, 

IT FOLLOWS THAT IT MUST BE ETERNAL ; AND THUS THERE IS REJEC- 
TION OF .THE DESTRUCTIBILITY (NON -ETERN ALITY , OF THE WORD).” — 

[SMotawWiio— E ternality of Words, 313-314], — (2304-2305) 
COMMENTARY. 

' His oum words, etc.' — 1 Etc ’ is meant to include the contradiction of Ins 
own accepted doctrines, 

1 It has been explained . ' — Under the Text — 1 A Word is not expressive if 
its connection with the meaning is not known \ (See Text 2234.) 

‘ Consequently, U follows, etc. etc .' — The 1 etemality ' follows from — ib 
proved by—tho comprehension of the meaning. That is, the oternality 
is proved by the fact of the ‘ comprehension of meaning ' being otherwise 
inexphcable.— (2304-2306) 

The following Texts point out that the Opponent’s assertion implies the 
rejection of his own accepted doctrine : — 


TEXTS (2306). 

Having admitted the capacity of words to express their 
meaning, if the Opponent proceeds to establish his case, 

he CLEARLY SETS ASIDE THE ‘ NON-ETERNAHTY ’ (OF WORDS), 

by ms own accepted dootrine " .—[Shlokavartika— 
Etebnality of Words, 315].— (2306) 


COMMENTARY. 

all simptmes-I™ 80 ^ 0 shows that the' Opponent’s Proposition goes against 
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TEXT (2S07'. 

Pos ah. hahhes. the rrsESSASimr ^CK-ssrasiraxr, cr TTphds' 

3ECOMES AXSTIEED ST * SCErETTEE ’ {VESSEL ATTEOEHTr'!. ESSDTSH 

the rorrycEEs or W 0233 is the sssyrars asoet or the rotxr- 

T?OJn OP THEX3 XEAEXSCGS.— TVHrCH 3DTSSCI3S r>3CK THE 
3A5T5 OH EACH -CO SHEET SCSJETTHH — JSrfalr- 

rS-tfli — Eissxsrrrr or Wcsos. SI 6]. 

— ;2S07) 

COirtTEXTAHT. 

The eompcmd ' <r*ha$-af2i. a-~ as.' is to be expemden se— 'those 
ootencses — of trards— that sr? ertnced Sa the hfirvfrr short of the potrfilot 
of their otto meanings.' — The sense 5s that These serve to set ssSSe meSrepos- 
ifoa ssserted by the Opponent* — [250 - ) 

The JUT- 7 tr’rsttr near points out tier the Opponent's Hroposdnn :s 
anrm!ied by common expenerre — 


TEXTS {330S-3S09\ 


-lx THE EARNER SEO-tTS- 3EFP3E. THE OeHOHESTS PSOrOSErrOH 3? 

axtcxieb st cc' r nm"Ti arpcriziix aiso — These -s xestekest -•>- 

Ixfzrc~cc Also. EOS SEASONS STATED SETOSE— [SXorarST.K 

— Eiessaiett oh Woeds. 317].— -tosraacarc st Ee?ce> 

HOE AISO HAS 3SEE ECCEXED OTT SEHOSa. OS *~~ 

GSOTST1 or THE ant-XCSS OH WoSE-SOTED -«D‘' 
EEEESTrEET SHOVED 3T BTOOKSEETOS 
3SOTOET ASOTT 3T THE ArTHTOST 

Osgae — [-■30S-2K (t> ) 

COlvIKESTAST. 

. r_ •*„ OTOWC - Votm chore V-fa the SW^pf f£E T 
v ™ tjsrdes the pssfiwcny w ~o.ns »»=>-- 

be read as ibEotvs - v ‘ ' ■ , w , oo-rat th“ e—resheraon . . 

ammSed bp the potencies ot ^mised hr ‘*3 t=en-sn?- 

Oric tnesninps.— trlneh potent are de-^r 

also by common experience’- _ «c. etn serve to rerr.hr 

The tnrito 1 There rs ^'±^- the BrSohisr's Horpost: 

the reader rc ".dst Vfr* ' ^teTB- 

ban; opposed to *>&*=«• f“ The 

‘Has Men rcirAsa eirf o.,o . 

v to the ' Stf-’o 

_ _ . +ji tssri orr tne °-rv... •* _ . 

Ti* ;pr ohms'; of *»**-•=* r* - 

(JCnor Term) tmn in .he tho-- 
£,y the Opponent'’ 


za. 

cf 
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TEXTS (2310-2312) 

“ It HAS TO BE EXPLAINED V HAT THE ' Skubdd ’ WORD-SOUND IS 
WHICH IS BEING PROVED TO BE PERISHABLE — (<l) Ts IT THE ‘ AGGRE- 
GATE op the Three Attributes ’ Or (i) something atomic f 

—OR (c) * A QAULITY OF AlttSha ’ ’—OR ((f) SOMETHING IK THE FORM 
OP MERE Sound, AS APART FROM THE LETTERS ’ OR (c) SOMETHING 
IN THE FORM OF AlR*, NOT EXPRESSIVE (OF MEANINGS) 1 OR (/) 
‘ SpllOta ’ IN THE FORM OF WORDS AND SENTENCES • Or (?) MERE 
‘ SIMILAEm' ’ * Or (/() THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHERS ’ 1 — ALL THESE 
MAY BE NON-ETEBNAL , ACCORDING TO US titOrmllUj DOES NOT BELONG 

to these ■ — Hence your Reasoning is orEN to the defects of 

(1) HAVING A ' SUBJECT 1 WHOSE EXACT NATURE IS NOT KNOWN 
OR ADMITTED, AND (2) HAVING A ‘ PrOBAKS ’ WHICH HAS NO SUB- 
STRATUM (or basis) ” — [ffifoimw-Mc— E ternality of Words 
318-321], — (2310-2312) 


COMMENTARY 

The Texts sets forth the several views that have been held bv tnrions 

tttzr**”* noture of ‘ M ' »■» 

^tii’olTe^^Lf T yat ’ <ShnMa '‘ s held to be something eon- 
Aeeorfegtothe ,“r - ° f Har ” 0n3 ’ Ener E5’ 8nd InarJ~(&) 

^ 13 80m0 *'h ,n S atomic , ‘ pndgala 

of the Atom —(f) The foUowef of K - j ^ ’ ‘ at ° m,C ’ : 1 0 consisting 

-I'll Wlm' to t “ f ° b ° “ ' ,!l,al,ty of '• 

Sound, as apart from the Letters a 1S someth 'ng of tho noture of mere 
' Or, h «* ^ ^ - Patanjah’o m m - 

W According to tho authlf of the Zl- T TT* " WeU k ° 0 "' n ’ ~ 

« have a fflM iT* Kgatdei ^ » ' bterary curiosity ' Re 

c) *y m ^ naprMnw ’> the readrn ^ consists 
chain),. which Ka ?° 8 “ ® ( oW!,U lts M f* P bem S 'rfyurtpamns. 

18 *“ ™w of aS ST? "* ffle8 ™S The 
3®maeatary on the te ., Commm i ai 7 on the one hand ° r 0)6 other ~ 

the bBwron S. both eannofhff “ a ™ r<,l ° its 

ttwfaceofit «, 0 A *1“ Sh,Us does not he! 6 ss representing 
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rhl^tlJrLeomc^co^^od > -L", *J" V h “ S devo, °^ by repet, t,o„, 
conFmifl in ' similarity ' —(h) Accardlftn^ ‘° Fi "^ OT,5 «'n. Shabda 
mennmjr consists tho . cvc , f ®° ’ what expresses the 

H «!>nt the Buddhist ^T ln „ - ‘ Apofta of others 

ORht hinds of ‘Shabda ’—ns nostulatmTh " ' thc ' ‘ n °n-«tornii]ity > of these 
the * Subject ’ becomes open to tho dofoct of *"?**?" and oth ore,— then 
m its oun form ■ as such ‘ Subject ’ has be vhtch ,s expressed 

~ssr r - rr sasLis.- a - - 

■Thrc B 2x?o~'trL r f AMa m tho pnrt,cu " iT fo ™ 8 ° f ** 

EizS:Br : '^ 


TEXTS (2313-2314) 

If then, your ‘ Subject ’ os ‘ -Minor Term ’ consists op the Shabda 
AS POSTULATED by us, then, both these fallacies become 
APPLICABLE TO YOU (WHO DO NOT ADMIT OF ANY SUCH Shabda AS 
HELD BY us).— I f mere Shabda (in general, without any quali- 
fication) were ASSERTED AS THE ‘ SUBJECT ’ OF YOUR REASONING, 
THEN, IT WOULD -MEAN THAT FOR YOU, THE Universal ‘SHABDA’ 
ITSELT IS NON-ETERNAL , AND SUCH A VIEW WOULD BE CONTRARY 
TO THE VIEW ACCEPTED BY ALL MEN THAT THE Universal IS ALWAYS 
ETERNAL , IN ONE FORM OR THE OTHER, THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ IS 
REGARDED BY EVERY ONE AS ETERNAL " — [ShlokavdrUka — *ETER- 

nality OF Words, 321-323].— (2313-2314) 

f 

COMMENTARY 

We, Mbnumsahas, hold that * Shabda ’ consists only jn the Letters * Go • 
and tho rest, it is not anything opart from these , — and if this is the Shabda 
which tbo Buddhist and others make the ‘Subject’ of their Proposition, 
then both ihcscfaltacics — tho Proposition having the exact nature of its Subject 
unknow n and the Reason having no basis — would befall them. 

If mere ‘ Shabda ’ were asserted — i e. as the subject of the Proposition, — 
then for j ou tho universal 1 Shabda ’ would itself be non-eiemal , — the 
phrase * be non-eternal ’ is to be supplied Because the epithet ‘ mere ’ 
means the exclusion of all particular features, what else— apart from the 
Universal — could it bo that would be 1 mere Shabda ’ ? Thus by implication 
your proposition would be declaring the non eternality of the Universal 
‘ Shabda ’ itself 

‘ Be it so, what then t ’ 

That cannot be right , os 1 such a view would 6e contrary, etc. etc. -tor 
instance, tho Buddhists themselves, who postulate the Exclusion, ‘Apoha, 
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of others have declared that ' it is the Universal that stands So that tho 
view now put forth would involve the contradiction of what has been admitted 
by them. 

This is what is shown in the words — ‘ In one form or the other, etc. etc. ’ — 
Jn whatever form the ' Universal 1 has been postulated by philosophers, in 
accordance with their respective doctrines, it is hold, by all pnrlies, to bo 
eternal If it were not so, then, like the Individuals, enoh Universal, appear- 
ing after the other, would become mterminglod , and tho very character 
of the * Universal ’ would become lost.— (2313-2314) 

Having thus pointed out the defects in the ‘ Subject ’ through tho 
various alternative views regarding the nature of the thing itself (Shabda) 
the MinuSmsaka now proceeds to point out tho same, through the various 
altemative^views regarding the exact nature of the JProbandum (non- 


' ’ von mean pronenm to absolute 

l, THEN, SO EAR AS WE ARE CONCERNED, THE ‘ SUBJECT ’ 

IZZZSZ TJ2T*. r™ »«” -oJ 

THAT FROM the ‘im,,,™™ Y 178 ALS0 * — 111 TH ® SENSE 

‘MANIFESTED STATE ’ ” — ISAM- ^ IT ‘ C0 MES INTO THE 

328-327], — (2315-2316) ’ [Shh ^ varhka ^- ETS ™*Uw of Words, 


— j. ajlav x , 

absolute dcsCtCSg no° tra"e behind -t h h W ° rd ' S ° Und 18 to 

Acs, are concerned, the qualification would be 80 “ We ‘ 

2 ’ y ° Ur prenuBS - Because for the ’’ ^ th,s wonId 

there is no such thins as T M smiimsakas, as for the Sanlhvas 

“Peble of bemg called - Pr ° Ve 18 that -the Word-sound 

£?,« *-■ ''*'.^1 « open u, Z 
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TEXT (2317) 

“If the Reason that is put forward is only amenability to the. 
sense-organs, — then it is clearly recognised as fallacious, in 

view of the Universal which has been established” — 

( Shloliavarliba — Eternality of Words, 343-344] — 

(2317) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Only amenability to the sense-organs ’, — w.fchout any such qualification 
os ‘ boing a product ’ and so forth 

If the Reason (Probans) is put forward in this unqualified form, then it 
becomes ' fallacious ’, ‘ Inconclusive m new of the ‘ Universal ’ which 
lias been established before , because no * negative concomitance * would 
bo available (to confirm the Premiss) — (2317) 

Tho following might be urged • — Even though, by reason of the Dther 
party (Vaisheyika) admitting the Universal, the negative concomitance is 
not available, — yet os the Bauddha, who is the mam opponent of the MbnSm- 
sala, does not admit the Universal, the said negative concomitance would 
be quite available ; how then can the Probans be said to be IncoruJusiie ? 

The MimSmsala's answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2318) 

“ Just as the Reason ceases to be a True Reason if it does not 

RESIDE IN THE ‘ SUBJECT ’, ACCORDING TO THE OTHER PARTY.— 
SO ALSO, IF IT IS DEVOID OF AFFIRMATIVE AND NEGATIVE CON- 
COMITANCE ” — [ShlokavSrhLa — Eternality of Words, 
344-345] —(2318) 


COMMENTARY 

ih. . «.» • 

ich is admitted by both parties , en 5 , < Subiect ’ becomes 

t «v r rr s— 3 

rr « - <"«■ **• 

“’Sri — 

jd negative concomitance are not admitted (231 ) 

which is not admitted by him) ’ 

Answer — 
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TEXT (2319) 

“ In the case cited, it mat be that the * Universal ’ is not admitted 

BY THE PARTY ADDUCING THE PROBANS , EVEN SO, THE PSOEANS 
REMAINS INVALID, SO LONG AS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ HAS NOT BEEN 

rejected.” — [Sklokauamka — Eternailty of Words, 

345-346] —(2319) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though, by the Buddhist and others who have put forward the 
Probans in question, the ‘ Universal ’ is not admitted as something wherein the 
contrary of the Probandum is present,— yet, as a matter offset, the existence 
of the Universal cannot be denied The sense is that, even under the circum- 
stances, the Probans is one whose concomitance with the contrary of the 
Probandum is suspected (and hence invalid). — (2319) 

The Mimamsala puts forward another objection against the Probans 
and the Probandum, — through another alternative — 


TEXTS (2320-2321) 

“ 15 EEGAED T0 amenability to the senses and the rest (that have been 

CITED BY THE OPPONENT), IT HAS TO BE CLEARLY ASCERTAINED 
WHAT IT REALLY IS ; (a) Is IT THE SAME AS THE INDIVIDUAL (THINGS 
IN WHICH IT SUBSISTS) * OR (6) IS IT SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM 
THEM 1— [AND IE IT IS DIFFERENT FROM THE INDIVIDUALS]— (c) 
IS IT DISTINCT WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL « OR (d) ONE AND THE SAME 

with all —Under all these, according as the alternative 

that 'MAY be ACCEPTED BY THE OTHER PARTY, THE REASON WOULD 
BE SUBJECT (RESPECTIVELY} TO THE FALLACIES OF (a) BEING ‘TOO 

ST * * Inadmissible (c) and ‘having Z 

... 0EATr5rE Instance devoid of the Probandum 5 —[Skloka- 
tarnLii itTERNALiTY of Wobds, 346-348] —(2320-2321) 

COMMENTARY. 

And the rest ’—includes non-eternahty ' ' 

* the saiA ■ am en. 

thmg; in which it subJs) £££, ? (the mdlWdual 

and, if It is difieran* fm™ L l 4 somstIua g different from them t— 

amenabihtitfare ieiS f ***** ^ese different 

same with all ? h ea< * mdlvid " al ob l® ct 1 or (d) one and the 

Probans is 'too thoT^ ' Z thS , SamB as fche individuals, the 

^ • as th6re can b0 no ‘ negation’ of individual ; and 
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liko Ui own form, ono Individual, would not bo present in another Individual 
[ho (lint thorn could bo no ooncomitanco, negative or positive, of it] 

[b) and (c) If it is different from tbo Individuals, — as such difference is not 
admitted by tho Afi mameala, whether it bo different or the same in regard 
to each individual, it would, m oithor easo, bo ' Inadmissible ’ 

It is for this reason that tho defect in the fourth alternative (d) — whereby 
tlio • amenability ’ is different from the Individuals, but the same m all — has 
not been separately mentioned Because thoro would be room for it only 
if the difference were admitted. 

In regard to ‘ non ctornnlity ’ (which is another Reason put forward 
by the Opponent, against the oxpressivonoss of words), — if it is different 
from the Individuals, tho Gorroborativo Instance would be devoid of the 
Probnndum — If, on tho other hand, it is non-difforent from them, the 
Instance would bo certainly devoid of tlio Probnndum , because one Individual 
can noser bo present in another Individual — (2320*2321) 

ICcxt the il fimumsaka proceeds to point out tho * Inconclusive character 
of another Probans cited by tho Opponent—' Because it is invariably eon- 
comitAnt w ith effort * ~~ 


TEXTS (2322-2324) 

“ 1 Being perceived as foiaowing from effort’ has beer 
adduced as a Reason fob the Wobd being a product and non- 
etebnae This is • Inconclusive \ in view of certain tiotgs 
that abe not-momentary ,-suck as the thbee things • (1) Con* 
sexous Destruction, (2) Unconscious Destruction, and (3) 
SkaShv (11 When the destruction of things is brought 

TZON ’ , — (2) WHEN DESTBUcnON K not BROUGHT^ ^ BEI1I0 
tionatay, IT IS ^Unconscious pED ( BY the Bauddha ) as 

::”-^o-7se E of Words, 

22*23]— (2322-2324) 

COM3IENTARY 

What * meant by ' » 

perceived as following after an £ character, adduced as the 

cases where the “^tS^and non-etsmof, « 'Inconclu- 

■prnhnns for proving that Y ords are p Conscious Destruction , 

w For instance, the Buddhists £■«££>. °JZee entities which 
(2) •Unconscious Destruction .and ( ) ^ y0t> the Probans in 

are unmodifiable and after effort ’> is found m these also _ 

micstion (''being perceived as vjhm the destruction, etc etc 

This is what is pointed out by broug ht abont intentionally, 

-that destruction of things like tho Jar w 
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is called * Conscious Destruction ’ , while that which is not intentional, is 
‘Unconscious Destruction ' ; such is the scheme of the Buddhists 
‘ Tesdm ’ — of things like the Jar. 

‘ Tau cha ' — i.e the Conscious and Unconscious Destructions 
1 Uncaused also ’ , — ‘ also 1 includes ‘ non-eternal — (2322-2324) 

How these two Destructions are ‘ uncaused ’ and eternal ’ and how 
they subsist in the Probans, — is pointed out in the following Texts, — from 
the point of view of the Opponent ( Bauddha ) — 


TEXTS (2325-2328) 

“ They declare that ‘ Destruction ’ is brought about by itself, 
and is without cause when Fuel comes into contact with 
Eire, there proceeds a series of fiery embers — Destruction is 

NATURAL, AND INHERENT IN EVERYTHING THAT IS BORN , IT IS 
SUBTLE, AND MERGED IN A HOMOGENEOUS ‘ SERIES ’, IT IS NOT PER- 
CEIVED , WHEN HOWEVER A PECULIAR CAUSE OPERATES UPON THE 
HOMOGENEOUS ‘ SERIES THEN, THROUGH A PECULIAR EFFECT, THE 

Destruction becomes manifested in its gross form Thus, 
that same Cause from which the Heterogeneous ‘series'’ 
has been produced, also seryes to manifest the Destruction, 

THOUGH THIS DESTRUCTION IS NOT PRODUCED BY THAT 

cause ” — [Vide, Shhkavartika — Eternality of Words 24-201 

(2325-2328) * J 

COMMENTARY 


‘ They ' — Buddhists 

Says the Opponent— As a matter of fact, we find the wood being burnt 
by fire and the Jar smashed by the bludgeon, where there are causes of 
Destruction , how then can Destruction be without cause » 

FirefZT W t HenfV t T" ' nt ° amiaot ' e,c - e,c '“la this case what the 

Fire is the cause of ,s not Destruction, but the fiery embers, -as is ascertained 

negatlV9 °° neomitanc0 ’ - Destruction exists 

how Tr hmg tha ‘ eX ' StS lts ^ mature,- 

as the Fire^nd. 1 the hke I"™* P™ to tha — »f such onuses 

similarTartom m ' thf * ““ appeara “ B «* a®’ eral 

Destruction m its subtle form fn feeUiv t ’ Pe ° Pl6 fali t0 perce " e tlle 

senes, they are led to imagme’that the \ ' percept ‘ on of the homogeneous 

* p eai , nr , ® n6 that the object is undestroi ed ’ 

‘ Per,,! & , ~ m the sha Pe of the Bludgeon 

It is unT ~ m tIlB Shap ® ° f the Potsherds 
manifested ditions that the grossness of the Destruction becomes 

‘ Mrt, etc etc sums up the argument 
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TATTVASANGRAEA 


• SETT r “ '“° f a **"“* character 

Hmh IS to be conducted with ‘yatah’ ■ 71- , t 

<unise, ivh.d) has been referred to bv the™ “ * that *■»* 

Destruction nmmfested.-Such is th7 r 0 n^T° m the 

clause — (2325-2328) nstruction with the procedmp 


in the allowing Text, the MimdmscJla. points out t 
question is present m the contrary of the Probandum - ' 




TEXT (2329) 

“ TmJS AS THIS to ""*™*, perceived after toe effort involved 

IN THE STROKE OP THE BLUDGEON, IS POUND TO BE Uncaused — 

your Probans becosies ' false * Inoonoltoito ’ ” ’ 
{Shlokava rl tha — Eteknality of Words 
29-30] — (. 


COMMENTARY 

' 2%is ’ — the two kinds of Destruction 

The compound ' Prayatni, etc 1 stands for ‘invariably concomitant 
with effort involved in the stroke of the 31udgeon ’ —(2320) 


It was asserted (under Text 2322) that the Probans is shown to be 
Inconclusive ’ in view of three factors. Incondlaeivenese due to two factors 
has been shown, — in the shape of the two kinds of Destruction , that duo to 
the third factor of * Alc&sha ’ is nest pointed out — 


TEXTS ( 2330 - 2331 ) 

" AkSshtt ALSO, BEING ETERNAL,— WHEN SXmUOVSDSO BV EARTH AND BY 
WATER, — BECOMES MANIFESTED (RENDERED FEROEraBLE) BY THE 

removal of these by means OF digging and pumping out ; so 

THAT HERE ALSO THERE IS APPREHENSION OF Aldsha FOLLOW- 
ING AFTER AN EFFORT , CONSEQUENTLY THE PROBANS 
URGED IN CONNECTION WITH WORD BECOMES ‘ IN- 
CONCLUSIVE ' ”■ — ( SMolavariila — Eteknality 
of Words, 30-32] -(2330-2331) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ By the remain! oj these ’ — The removal of the Earth by digging witn the 
spade, etc. 

‘ Taira ’ — in regard to the Word-sound. 

> Darehanan ’ — i e apprehension following from effort — <2330-2331) 

Having thus pointed out the defects in the Probans (of the Opponent), 
the Mimarrmla proceeds to point out those m the Corroborative Instance - 
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TEXTS (2332-2334). 

“ The exact nature of the (Opponent’s) Corroborative Instance 

ALSO HAS GOT TO BE EXAMINED — If IT IS MEANT TO BE TAKEN IN 
ITS DIRECT DENOTATION (l E THE UNIVERSAL), THEN, IT IS DEVOID 
OF THE PrOBANDDM — If IT IS TAKEN IN THE INDIRECT DENOTA- 
TION, AS INDICATING THE INDIVIDUAL, — THEN THE QUESTION ARISES 
AS TO ITS BEING THE SAME AS, OR DIFFERENT FROM, THE UNIVERSAL 
If IT IS DIFFERENT (FROM THE UNIVERSAL), THEN THE ‘ OBJECT ’ 
BECOMES ONE THAT CANNOT BE ADMITTED BY US , WHILE IF IT IS 
NOT DIFFERENT (FROM THE UNIVERSAL), THEN THE OBJECT IS ONE 
THAT CANNOT BE ADMITTED BY OTHERS — If IT IS SOMETHING 

indefinite, (vague), — then such a thing cannot be either entirely 
eternal or entirely non-eternal, for us Because that element 

IN IT WHICH IS CALLED THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ IS ETERNAL, WHILE THE 
OTHER ELEMENT IS PERISHABLE , AND IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED 
BEFORE THAT EVERY OBJECT HAS A MIXED CHARACTER ” — [VlDB 

Shlokavdmha — Eternality of Words, 350-352] — (2332-2334) 


COMMENTARY 

The term ‘ Sapaksa ’ (which is that wherein the Probandnm is known 
by all to be present) here stands for the Corroborative Instance (m the 
reasoning of the Opponent, where the Jar has been cited as an instance of 
what is perceived as appearing after effort and is non-eternal). 

The question, as regards the Instance that has been cited (the * Jar ’) is 

is the word meant to be taken in its direct denotative sense (which is the 
Universal) ? — Or in the sense of the Individual Jar ' 

If it is meant to be taken m the direct sense, then it is defective, in so 
far as it is devoid of the Probandum (Non-eternahty) * Shruti ’ here stands 
for the ll’ord , — the ‘ artha ’ is what is directly denoted by it , — and what 
is so denoted is the Universal ‘ Jar ’ , — and the Universal is admitted by all 
parties to be eternal -hence there cannot be presence, m it, of non-eternahty, 
which forms the Probandnm 

In some places, the reading is 'galyarthah ' in place of ‘ shrutyarthah ' : 
under winch ' } ati ’ is to be taken as m apposition to ‘ artha The meaning 
however remains the same as before 

K th ® seoond alternative is meant-that the word ‘ Jar ■ stands for the 

thatTsmte dsd E ?°’ lt haS ^ be consldered whether the Individual 
COITOb 0 ratl v° stance is the same as, or ddferent 
from” the T7 ’ fchat ls ' whether the Individual is something different 

from the Universal? Or non-ddferent from it ? 

be adopted Wth l e , iS r en - the , 0fajBOt ° !ted 83 th ® Instanoe 18 one tbat °“not 
’ beCauSS the does not hold the 

, t0 h l ton’othmg absolutely difierent from the Individual, as the 

Un r d °’ 83 haa be - -sorted m the words-- For u £ 

Unn ersal is notlung different from the Individual >. 

23 
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If, on the other hand, the Individual is meant to bo non-ihjfcrent (from 
the Universal), — then the object cited as the Instance is one that cannot 
bo admitted by the Buddhist and others These ‘ others ’ do not regard the 
Universal as non-difterent from the Individual 

If the Tar is meant to be the Instance, m the indefinite form, free from 
all conceptual contents like difference and non difference, — even then, accord- 
ing to us, the Instance comes to be one devoid of the Probandum This is 
wliat is asserted m the words — ‘ If it is something indefinite, etc etc ’ — ‘ Tat ' 
stands for the Jar 

Question — How so ’ 

Answer — * That element, etc etc ’ — Of the entity called ' Jar that 
factor which is called the ‘Universal’ is eternal, ullUe the other factor 
which is called the ‘ Individual ’ is perishable 

Question — How can one and the same thing have two mutually con- 
tradictory characters 7 

Answer — * Mixed character, etc etc — (2332-2334) 

The Mimamsaka proceeds again to point out the defects in the Corrobora- 
tive Instance, through the various alternatives that are possible m regard 
to the Probandum — 


TEXT (2336) 

"In the same manner, the exact nature of ‘ non-eternality 
(tour Probandum) also has got to be considered. If what is 
meant is absolute Destruction,— then the Instance is 

devoid of this Probandum, fob us If it is otherwise, 

men the Instance is devoid of the Probandum, 
for you— Thus briefly has the way been 
shown for finding defects in your argu- 
jyosST ” — [Sftfo kavartikar — Eternality of 
Words, 353) — (2335) 

COMMENTARY. 

*—,7r 

==~"£s:ss=sJr--r-j-j: 

- ». * * ■* “”” a - 

again 7 
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Answer —True ; but it was discussed there for the purpose of pointing 
out the defects in tile ‘ Subject while on the present occasion it lb dis- 
cussed for the purpose of pointing out the defects m the Corroborative 
Instance Tins is the difference 

If, on the other hand, ‘ non-etemahty ’ that is meant is not in the form 
of 1 absolute Destruction ’, — but in the form of ‘ appearance and disappear- 
ance ’, — then the answer is — ‘ If it is otherwise — i e if ‘ non-etemahty ’ is 
something other than ‘ Absolute Destruction 

• For you ’ — ' there is absence of Probandum ’ — this has to be construed 
here also , — l e in the Instance — As you, Buddhists do not admit of 1 Destruc- 
tion with a residue ’ — as the Sankhyas do Hence under your view, the 
Instance cited would be devoid of the Probandum 

Tins is the way m which the arguments m support of the non-etemahty 
of Words have to be refuted,— which has been expounded for the learned , 
other arguments may also be put forward by intelligent people themselves 
— (2335; 

The Mimamsala next sets forth these objections of the opponent agamst 
his doctrines — 


TEXTS (2336-2338) 

“ [Says the Opponent]— ‘ Though the Word, the Meaning and the 
Connection between them have been proved to be eternal, 

YET SO FAR AS THE VALIDITY (RELIABILITY) OF THE MEANING OF THE 

Sentenoe is concerned, that cannot be admitted — [Shloha- 
vdrhka On Sentence— 1] — It may be that the meaning 

OF SENTENCES HAS BEEN ASSUMED BY THE MtMSMSAKAS, WITHOUT 

ANY BASIS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONVENTIONS OF MEN, JUST AS 

IN THE CASE OF SUCH TECHNICAL TERMS AS gWUl,, VfddU AND THE 

like —Further, being in the form of a compilation, the Veda 

MUST BE BEGARDED AS A HUMAN PRODUCTION, T.TITT- A BOOK OF 
STORIES And yet there is no reliable person (known, who 
COULD BE THE AUTHOR OF THE VEDA) ,-THE VEDA THEREFORE MUST 

' " tte s»™. 


uujftMENTARY. 

of Bight Cognition ’ • it does not 7 < ? 6 VetLo In ^ unetlon as a ‘ Means 

soquently when the ’validity or ” Wh&t 15 espres5ed Con- 

be proved, -what has w 7 ° r , J-^hontjr or rehabihty of the Veda has to 

its moaning and the connection 5tE ** ° f th6 Word > 

nneotion of these, is of no use in the matter at issue. 
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Further. w)» iieti-r Hi ere is cognition of the meaning of a sentence, it is 
uUmvi finiml to In' hosed upon Contention, eg sentences like ' ud-tjumh ' 
(I ‘mum s Sutra, tlsfmiiig whut is ginui ’ }, firing about the cognition of 
">«»' >s im imt In the t<>! lininil terms ‘ gttnn ', ‘ vrddhi' and the like,— the 
ri i/nil if in of the me, tiling of the Injure live Sentence is cognition of the meaning 
of a *r»lciice , - lienee this i . n riason linn'll upon the nature of things — 
'I hi , e, ttlmt is allow II in the norih - It, accordance mth Contentions, etc etc * 
' /.it e the irtJtnttnl terms, dr tic ' — The n(h\ 4 vah ’ has the sense of the 
1 ,01 olive 

In support of the snul idea it is added — ‘ in thovt antj basis ’ — That is, 
it ispiM pus able that uiilioiit urn reason, — through their unbridled imagina- 
tion,,, for tin purpose of making a hung — the 4 Sncrificers ’ base assumed 
the mewling', of null \odir Mintfnres ns — ‘Desiring Heasen, one should 
ofh r the .loud, otra ' 

‘1 hen lignin, ns a mutter of fact, « bates or is a compilation is a human 
product, — eg Dramas and Stones, — and the Veda is a compilation of 
minis , — heart' this is a reason bnsed on the nature of the thing 

Thus then, as the Veda is a human stork, it muBt bo unreliable — like 
the «on!s of the man by the roadside 

It might he that it ih reliable because it is tbo work of a reliable person 
The nuswer to that is —'There t* no reliable person known, etc etc .’ — 
(Sm-2338) 

To the above, the Mitnttitf-ala makes the following answer — 


TEXTS (2339-2340) 

" Titr rrrnvALrrv or the Sentence is to be asserted at the same 

MANVFR IN WHICH THE ETEHNAMTV OF THE CONNECTION (BETWEEN 
Word and Meaning) has been asserted - ISnMavmlM - 
SFNTKNcn, 3(53] —Even though in the case of the technic^ 
words like • trddh , what has been asserted b “ - 

HFOAtlSE THESE DEAL WITH PERCEPTIBLE 

the VrnA however, the idea of ‘ conyentionalitt isnot po^ 
Simr bfcause by whom has the connection between Heaven 
Sacrifices (spoken 

the REACH OF THE SENiCS, -BEEN PERCEIVED -(2339-2340) 

COMMENTARY 
Tho rwwoning «• - «» j" 

azz sss •> — • “• ““‘ w 

p.,t by a- 0pp.n™s »"b» r -‘ «’ “ 
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these deal., etc etc ’ — In the case of the Sutras like ‘ adengumh ’, as they 
deal with things that are perceptible, it is possible that the ideas conveyed 
may be based upon Convention , — this however is not possible in the case 
of the Veda , because Heaven and such things — which are spoken of m the 
Veda , — are beyond the reach of the senses, and hence no Convention could be 
made (by men) regarding them — (2339-2340) 


Says the Opponent — If that is so, then the Veda may be meaningless 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2341-2342) 

“ It cannot be meaningless , AS its meaning is clearly 
APPREHENDED ” — (2341) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ It ’ — stands for the Veda — (2341) 


The Opponent has urged (under Text 2338 the fact of the Veda being 
on aggregate ’ as a reason for its unreliability By means of a counter- 
reason, the Mhnamsaka shows that the said reason is ■ Inconclusive ’ — 


TEXTS (2341-2342) 

As REGARDS THE ARGUMENT BASED UPON THE PACT OP THE VEDA 
BEING AN aggregate, THE COUNTER-ABGUMENT SHOULD BE STATED 

AS pollows —ALL Vedic Study (by any person) is always 

PRECEDED BY PREVIOUS ‘ STUDY ’ BY HIS TEACHER, 

BECAUSE IT IS GALLED ' VEDIC STUDY ’—LIKE 
the Study ’ carried on at the present 
time ” — [Shhlavdrtika — On Sentence, 

365-366] —(2341-2342) 


“vmiupjiil A xUai X . 

1 -s? s 

by the previous stud, v, ° f the Mah dbharata is always preceded 

time, bu?rX£ y be^: * the presen t 

put forward is ‘ inconclusive^ ° ^ ’ henCB the “““ter-argument 

The AlimamsaWs answer to this is as follows .— 
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TEXT (2343) 

“ The argument aught be urged nr regard to the Mahnbhdra/a 
also , but rr is blocked by the distinct " Remembrance ’ 
(Mention) of its writer Though there are such 

' REMEMBRANCES ’ IS REGARD TO THE VEDA ALSO, — 

YET, THEY ARE ALL BASED TOOK ‘ COMMENDATORY ’ 

description ” — [Shlolavarhla — On Sentence, 

367] —(2343) 


COMMENTARY 

The same argument might be urged m regard to the Mahabhnrata also , 
but the Author, Vyasa, is clearly ‘ remembered * (mentioned) , hence such 
an assertion is rendered impossible by this mention of the author, and hence 
cannot be made. There is no such mention of the 1 Author ’ m the case of 
the Veda 

Says the Opponent-In regard to the Veda also, the Author is mentioned, 
in such passages as— •* Agniravashchakruh samani . aiharvanangirasdh ’ 

The answer to this is — ‘ Though there are such, etc. etc. ’—As regards the 
mention of ‘aufhore ’ in the Veda, that «r based- upon commendatory descrip- 
tion ; ‘arthavada’ is the ‘ vS da', description, of ‘ artha’, ‘ facts ’ this 
description is the basis of the said mention (of Authors in the Veda) , hence 
the word ' chain, h ’ in the passage quoted does not stand for crenl.ng or 
producing, but for remembering, so the meaning is that the persons named 
' remembered ’ the Soman, etc — (2343) 


Question —How has this meaning been determined ’ 
Answer — 


TEXTS (2344-2345) 

_. v have no connection with any 

,ThE PAST "’ST.SU war P0IKTS 0F Tnre " 

'Author of the Veda , D _ Ix should be under- 

LIKE ms Present- HOT isffl Maters 

COMMBSTARY. 

• the whole subject-matter of the Context is summed 

latbe following » by arguments — 

„p by the mmamsalo aud supported by 
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TEXTS (2346-2350) 

“ THI'S THEN. IT SHOVLD BE UNDERSTOOD CLEARLY THAT THE ASSERTION 
IN THE Veda is not raise (unreliable) . — BECAUSE in the expres- 
sion of its meaning, it is not dependent upon a Speaker, — 

JUST LIKE THE WORD IN THE EXPRESSION OR THE WORD-MEANING ’ 

—(2346) 

" The Cognitions derived from the Veda must be right, — because 

THEY ARISE FROM THE ETERNAL SENTENCE, — LIKE THE COGNITION 

of the Sentence itself — The arguments detailed before 
are all applicable here ” — [Shlokavartika — Samhandhalsepa, 2] 
—(2347) 

“ The cognition brought about by the Vedic Injunction must be 

RELIABLE ; (fl) BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED BY CAUSES FREE FROM ALL 
DEFECTS , — LI KE THE IDEAS PRODUCED BY THE INFERENTIAL INDICA- 
TIVE, OR BY THE ASSERTION OF TRUSTWORTHY PERSONS, OR BY 

Perception , — (6) also because it is produced by an assertion 

WHICH DOES NOT EMANATE FROM AN UNRELIABLE PERSON, AND 

BECAUSE IT IS FREE FROM SUBLATION AT ALL TIMES AND PLACES, 

LIKE THE Idea PRODUCED BY THE ASSERTION OF A RELIABLE PERSON ” 

— [ Shlolaiarlila , Sutra 2, 184-185] (2348-2349) 

It BEING THUS ESTABLISHED THAT THE VEDA IS AUTHORITATIVE AND 
RELIABLE, — THE LONGSTANDING BEGINNINGLESS LINE OF TEACHERS 

and Pupils that has been assumed tends to prove that it is 
FREE FROM DEFECTS ” — (2350) 


COMMENTARY. 

That which produces a cognition, independently of the person using 
it, with regard to a certain thing, cannot be false m respect of that thing - 
e g the Word as bringing about the cognition of its own meaning ,— the Vedic 
ntence produces the cognition of its meaning, independently of anv speaker 
7 e " ,P Y f ,tS Author .-hence there is apprehension of a condition 
™^' t0 f‘ e condition,-* falsity’ being -less wide ’ than ‘being 

which lntter C0gmtl0n \ throueh dependence upon the composing Person’, 
Wmr ? ’ I in" ihe ' V ?P° la ’’ «* ‘ condition ’.-the * ddha >, 
of the cTmnosjT • b ° bSmg P rod " ot,ve of cognitions independently 
else ofZ VeTa 6 ™ ’ Snd ^ C ™ dlt ‘ 0 " » apprehended in the 

that Wo^l B rf; n f e ^ rera! ° fl ° f ,fe to show 

things andthe P - UCtlve of “Stations m conformity With the real state of 

Lrb;r^“r ,o t7 rod r by the ^ ~ *» b S the 

then, ,n the argument Word Tit* bem S that stance -Thus 

proved m regarf to it’.s ite uL f l , 5 ° nd What “ sou S ht to 

s t is its non-falsity on account of its bemg the cause of 
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cognitions in conformity -with the real state of thin gs ; — consequently. the 
Corroboratue Instance also should hare exactlv the same character : other- 
wise the Instance mould be <Jceo,"d of the Proband’rn. 

There is another argument, which is formhlaied as follows: — Ths* 
Cognition which is brought about by an eternal sentence mnst be in con* 
formitv with the real state of tilings and hence right ; — -just like the cognition 
of the verbal form of the sentence itself : — the cognition of the fao“ of the 
performance of Aanxhmra. etc. ieadmg to Heaven is produced by the e*cmal 
sentence , — hence this is a Beascm based upon the nature of things. — The 
ctemnlity (of the Veda) has been proved m detail already : hence the Prbbsns 
in this argument cannot be said to be * Inadmissible’. 

* The Cognition brought about by the Tcaic Injunction, cfe- etc-' — This 


lias been already explained. 

There are two other arguments formulated as follows : — The Cognition 
that is not produced by the assertion of an unreliable Person. — and also 
that which is free from contradiction fsuhlation. annulment) throughout 
the variations of ume place and personalities, must be reliable — like the 
Cognition produced by the assertion of a reliable person of this same 
kind is the Cognition produced by the Tedic Injunctive Sentence .—hence 
this is a Season based upon the nature of the thing concerned 

The first of the Reasons adduced here cannot be regarded as 
* Inadmissible ’ .- because it has been proved at great length that the Teas 
is not the work of a Person 

Xor can the second Reason be regarded as * Inadmissible : because- 
as has been explained in the following passage-* The idea feuughi about 
bv the assertion—" Desiring Heaven, one should perform 
an uncertain one : that is it is not in the form 

follow from the performance of sacrifices . m lac- ^ N-xiam 

certain one that Heaven does follow : and when u |C 

it cannot be false That Cognition a °“ e . ls ^ j . the idea in 

becomes sublated by the notion that suco ut no, fmmd 

question (that Heaven follows the or under anv 

to be so sublated at anv time it 5s not false or wrong ’ 

circumstances or at anv place p » 

— {Shabara-ShSsya on 1. 1- - ' 7a ™’ wj t^i the Veda is reliable by itself 

prom ah this it becomes established ma pers;-and 

bemg as it. is the r - — Hence it 

like Light, it is a trustworthy sourc ^ ^ that exists is mere 

becomes established that all su Budd hists and others, cannot 

Hc a % which have been propounded by .he 
be right.— (1346-2350) 
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TEXT (2351) 

“ Thus, like Light, the Veda being the ‘ Eye ’ for all men, — 

THE HOSTILITY THAT ARISES AGAINST IT AMONG SOME PEOPLE, IS LIKE 
THE HOSTILITY OP THE OWL (TO LIGHT), — AND IS THE EPPECT 

op their Demerit ” — (2351) 

COMMENTARY 

When the Sun, which is the common Eye of all, has dispelled all darkness 
by its mass of effulgent rays and shines all round, — colour does not become 
visible to the owl which has its Eye inefficient in the performing of its func- 
tions , in the same way, people like the BuddhiBta, whose Eyes of Intelligence 
have become disabled by Dement, have their vision obstructed,- — even when 
the one common Eye of all people, m the shapB of the Veda, is there 
The particle ‘ Kiln' is meant to indicate displeasure 

[Here ends the case for the Reliability of the Veda, the Revealed Word 
—Next follow the arguments against the Reliability of the Revealed 
Word, Veda ] 


The said * hostility ’ to the Veda is now expounded — 


TEXT (2352). 

All THIS IS THE PRODUCT OP THE FALSE PRIDE OF THE TWICE-BORN 

People There is no truth in this, even by the 
SLIGHTEST CHANCE — (2352) 


COMMENTARY 


Palmar- -S' 1 ~" V6n ty thS Bhght * St chan -> to the • Crow and the 


it, some tunes, the holaftatamna 7 * Pie ° 6 ° f W00d and make holes m 

the shape of Letters hence _ ecome ; b ? chance, so arranged aa to assume 

chance ■ So also - tow 1 P 7 7 \ ‘ “ SOOt - ,ettore ’■ " for «mem- 
by tho cose when the Palm frmt a* 1111 7* Btands for mere chance . , exemplified 
it. it ,s mere chance, as tto **" Whe “ «“ ^ open 

falling of tho fruit g * he Crow oann °t ^ the real cause of the 
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It has been argued (by the Mtmdmsaha) that “ that which is free from 
the contact of defects conducive to falsity must be the source of true cognition, 
etc otc ” — The Author, for the sake of argument, admits the Reason here 
adduced, and then proceeds to show that it is ‘ inconclusive ’ — 


TEXT (2353) 

Even though there is no Author, the Veda cannot be regarded 

AS SAYING WHAT IS TRUE , — BECAUSE IT IS DEVOID OP THOSE 
EXCEEDENCES IN ITS SOURCE WHICH WOUND MAKE IT 
TRUTHFUL , — JUST AS IN THE ABSENCE OF 
DEFECTS, THE WORD IS NOT REGARDED 

AS false — (23 53) 


COMMENTARY 


* $sa ’ stands for the Veda 

A man under the influence at Rove and Hatred, etc is found to say 
things that are not true , m this way, through positive and negative con- 
comitance, it is ascertained that there are certain defects which he at the 
root of falsity , similarly a man full of mercy and other good qualities is found 
to be truthful, hence these good qualities are excellences that he at the 
root of truthfulness— Thus,, in the absence (in the case of the Veda) ot these 
causes of truthfulness, the effect, in the shape of Truthfulness, also should be 
non-existent — So that even though the Veda may not be the work afn 
Person, its truthfulness is not established , hence the Reason put forward by 
the Mimamsaka is ‘ Inconclusive ’ — (2353) 


Question — “ But how is it ascertained that the excellences arc absent ! 
Answer — 

TEXT (2354) 

IT IS ONLY IN THE CASE OF THE WORKS OF PERSONS OU f® ' 

ARISES AS TO WHETHER THE EXCELLENCES ARE ™ORN° T 
HENCE THERE IS NO NEED FOR SUCH AN ENQUIRY IN 
THE CASE IN QUESTION , AND WE HAVE NOT THE 
SLIGHTEST IDEA OF THERE BEING ANY 

excellence at all — (2354) 

COMMENTARY 

mat this shows is that ^ 

0{ the Veda are also the grounds Jor Wg 

absence of a Person as the author) -(2364) 
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posatnay of the Veda being either true or/flte .— 


TEST (2355) 

Tecs, inasmuch as the causes of truthfulness and falsity,— rs the 
SHAPE (fl) OF WISDOM and Mercy and (6) of absence of 
MeKCT, ETC.,— ABE NOT THEBE, TEE SAID TWO QUALITIES 
CANNOT BELONG TO THE VEDA. (2355) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wisdom, eto. are the causes of truthfulness, while the absence of mercy, 
etc. ere the causes of falsity, — respectively. 

■ The fire ’• — i e. Truthfulness and Falsity. — (2355) 

The following Texis show what follows when the Veda is neither truthful 
nor false — 


TESTS (3356-2357) 

Thus the Veda is reduced to Fumnirr , — like such sentences as 
‘six caees — If it be abgued that “meanings are actually 

COMPREHENDED (FROM VEDIC SENTENCES), IN RESPECT OF ACTIONS 

AND ACTIVE AGENTS ”, [CEE ANSWEB IS THAT] THEBE MAT BE 

SUCH COMPREHENSION IN CASES W HERE THERE AWE EXPLANATIONS 

SUPPLIED BT MEN, — AS IN THE CASE OF TEH DOINGS OF UrfasM, 

EVEN THOUGH THE WORDS (OF THE VEDA) BT THEMSELVES DO 
NOT R EA T. LT CONVEX ANT SUCH MEANING AT ALL, — AS HELD BT TOU 

—(2356-2357) 

COMMENTARY. 

^ J " Ge Veda now turns ont to be as 6 futile ’ and meaningless as such stray 
utterances of the mad-cap as * sue cakes *, ' ten pomegranates 1 and the like. 

^insamsaht- — “ In seeking to prove the futility of the Veda, 
< ^ S1 ' ma ^ es Proposition contrary to a perceptible fact ; because 
Perceived that the Vedic sentence actually provides the com- 
^ ea that ‘ from the performance of the Agniholra, follows 
the attamment of Heaven How then can this be denied f ” 
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In answer to this, the Author, with a view to leaving no room for the 
Opponent to say anything, says — * There may he such comprehension etc. etc. 1 
— The ides is as follows — There would have been annulment of our Proposi- 
tion if we tried to prove the meaninglessness of the Veda by itself, what we 
are doing is only to put fora ard a Rcductio Ad Absurdum , and tlus cannot 
set aside our Proposition, as there is no Proposition in such on argument 
at all , all that is done is to show that when the other party does not admit 
the absence of the narrower factor even when the wider factor is absent, 
he incurs an undesirable incongruity and contradicts his own words 

Nor is -our Proposition contrary to any perceived fact Because, even 
when the Veda is really meaningless, such comprehension of meaning as 
has been urged may be the efiect of the explanations provided by people; 
for instance, in regard to the Vedic sentence ‘ Heaven follows from the Agm- 
hotra some one may say — * what are described in this sentence are the doings 
oiBharala , Vrvashi and other persons ’ , and even though he mavhaie offered 
this explanation without actually knowing the meaning of the sentence, 
yet subsequently, the man actually has the comprehension of the said idea 
from the sentence But. tins does not make the Vedic sentence really 
expressive of thot meaning— In the same manner, the ‘comprehension of 
the meaning’ that has been urged by the other party may proceed from 
the Vedic sentence, even though, m reality, this sentence may be entirely 
meomngless —How then can our Proposition be annulled by afact of Percep- 
tion ’ -(2366-2357) 

Further, it may be that in the Veda, there is absence, only of the defects 
conducive to falsity, not of the excellences , even so the mcanclusn en 
of your Probans is irresistible This is shown in the following 


TEXT (2358) 

Even „ there be no Defects, ^oes^t become 

PROVED SIMPLE BECAUSE THE OTHER ALTERNATIVE MUST 
accepted , because there is a third ALTERNATIVE 

POSSIBLE, THAT OF ‘MEANINGLESSNESS 

(2358) 

COMMENTARY 

^^rto^thiidaltematnepo^ble 

imply the presence of the °*®’ e circumstances, the negation 
-that they are meaning . ™der wthf „ lne ss , as there is no negaho 

setsssss — — 
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TEXTS (2359-2361) 

It might be said that— “ The Veda by itself, independent of any 

PERSONALITIES, STANDS CAPABLE OF BRINGING ABOUT THE TRITE 
KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS, — AND IT IS ON THAT GROUND THAT IT xS 
REGARDED AS TRUTHFUL AND RELIABLE ” — IF THAT IS SO, THAT 
KNOWLEDGE SHOULD BE APPEARING INCESSANTLY,— BECAUSE ITS 
CAUSE IS ALWAYS THERE, — AS AT THE MOMENT INTENDED. — OR AT 
THE TIME THAT ONE COGNITION APPEARS, ALL COGNITIONS PROVIDED 
BY THE Veda SHOULD APPEAR SIMULTANEOUSLY, — BECAUSE IT IS AN 
EFFICIENT CAUSE, — AS IN THE CASE OF THE INTENDED COGNITION — 

(2359-2361) 

COMMENTARY 

The following might bo urged — “ If we had regarded the Veda as truthful 
by reason of the presence of Mercy and such other excellences m its author, 
then, as the excellences would be resting in the Person, — when this Person 
would cease to exist, the excellences would disappear, and thence the truth- 
fulness based upon the excellences would also disappear As a matter of 
fact, however, it is by its very nature that the Veda is the source of knowledge 
of real things, — and this capacity of the Veda is not due to any excellences in 
any Person , hence there can be no ‘ moonclusiveness ’ m our Reason Nor 
is there any possibility of the Veda being meaningless ” 

Anticipating this argument of the MlmamsaXa, the Author says — ' If 
that is so, etc etc ' — Just as, it is by its very nature that the Veda has a 
meaning, — m the same way it might be possible that it is false : so that the 
Reason still remains Inconclusive This is going to be further explained 
later on 

If the Veda were the source of knowledge, by its very nature, then the 
cognitions provided by it should appear at all tunes and all simultaneously, 
as their efficient cause would be there always How then can the con- 
tingency of being meaningless be avoided l 

The argument may be formulated as follows —-When the efficient cause 
of a certain thing is there, that thing must come about, — e g the cognition 
of the Agmhotra provided by the Vedic sentences ,— the efficient cause, 
in the shape of Veda, of all cognitions arising from the Vedic sentences, 
is always present , hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things — 
(2359-2361) 


The Author next points out another objection against the idea of cogni- 
tions appearing simultaneously . — 
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TEXT (2362) 

After that the Veda’s capacity to bring about cognitions would 

CEASE , CONSEQUENTLY THE VEDA COULD NOT BE ETERNAL Ip 
THE SAID CAPACITY CONTINUES TO EXIST, THEN THE SAME 
COGNITIONS SHOULD APPEAR AGAIN —(2362) 


COMMENTARY 

That is to say, if, after having simultaneously produced all the Cogni- 
tions, the Veda loses the capacity to produce Cognitions, then, on account of 
the cessation of that capacity, which forms the very essence of the Veda, 
the Veda itself becomes liable to cease to exist —If however, the Veda does 
not lose that capacity, then, later on, the same set of Cognitions should 
appear agam Hence, we conclude that no eternal tiling can possess any 
capacity for eSective action — (2362) 

In the following Text, the author puts forward a likely explanation to 
meet the argument that ‘ when the efficient cause of a thing m present, that 
thing must appear ' . — 


TEXT (2363) 

IT MIGHT BE SAID THAT-" THE VEDA STANDS IN NEED OP EXPLANATIONS, 
ETC AND AS THESE EXPLANATIONS APPEAR IN SUCCESSION, 

’the COGNITIONS (BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE VEDA) ABE 
wciT.n TO BE SUCCESSIVE ALSO ”—(2363) 

COMMENTARY 

The ‘etc ’IS meant to include Conventions 
■ These stands for the explanations —(2363) 

Tins objection is answered m the following - 


TEXT (23C4) 

n WHEN IT IS EFFICIENT (AND HAS THE CAPACITY)- 
IT CANNOT BE SO , WHEN HE _ B BE , If 1T IS EFFI- 

WHAT SORT Op ‘ DEPENDE ^ TKiT 0N WHICH IT IS 

dEKT BECAUSE CAN YOU HAVE OP ITS 

^ENDENT^THOP^^^ 

COMMENTARY 
others m securing the requn 
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efficient by itself, there is no imperfection in its character ; what sort of need 
or dependence could there be in that case ’ 

If it be held that at first it n, inefficient, but subsequently, it becomes 
efficient through the contact of contributory causes, — then you had better 
give up all hope for the eternahty of the Veda 1 — (2364) 

Question — “ How so ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (2365) 

If IT WAS PREVIOUSLY INEFFICIENT, AND IS MADE EFFICIENT BY THE 

EXPLANATIONS, — THEN IT BECOMES A SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE 
THROUGH THE HELP OF PERSONALITIES, AND HENCE THE 

work of a Person — (2365) 

COMMENTARY. 

The underlying idea is that the efficiency or potency is not something 
apart from the Veda itself , if it were something different, then os there would 
be no connection between the Veda and the efficiency, the Veda would not 
be an active agent at all , as effects are produced from efficiency only. 

‘ Source of knowledge ’ — The Veda as source of knowledge, comes to be 
born of Personalities , the form of the Veda itself becomes bom of Personalities, 
and as all this is not different from the Veda, the Veda itself becomes ‘ bom 
of personalities ’ — (2366) 

Further, it is not only that by dependence upon something else, the 
Veda becomes non-etemal , the assumption that it is not the work of an 
author also becomes futile — This is shown m the following ■ 


TEXTS (2369-2368) 

The Veda, as it stands, provides no knowledge to us, until it is 

ILLUMINATED (EXPLAINED) BY PERSONS WHO ACT AS LAMPS CON- 
SEQUENTLY THERE IS NO REASON FOB THE ASSUMPTION THAT WHAT 
BRINGS ABOUT THE KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS IS SOMETHING WHICH IS 
NOT THE WORK OF A PERSON ; BECAUSE THE KNOWLEDGE IN 
QUESTION DOES PROOEED FROM THE EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED BY 

Persons Thus the character of rM being the work of a 
erson, even though it may be present in the Veda, is of no 
use , because the only result produced by the Veda— i e 
knowledge is dependent upon Persons — (2366-2368) 


COMMENTARY. 

tlm rf he ,dCB the Veda 1S not thB work of a Person is postulated for 
the purpose of showing that the knowledge provided by it must he right 
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this assumption also is not independent of personalities m providing that 
knowledge, — hence the assumption is entirely futile In fact, the Persons, 
as authors of the Veda, might very well he the reliable source of right know- 
ledge, — what is the use of assuming this independence oj Personalities, which, 
after all, is itself dependent on personalities ? — (23(35-2368) 

It might be argued that — in order to avoid the contingency of the Veda 
becoming non-eternal, and also that of the assumption of the Veda being 
independent of Personalities becoming futile, — the Veda is held to be always 
efficient, — -then this view becomes open to the objection already pointed 
out — This is what is shown in the following — 


TEXT (2369) 

If the Veda is always efficient (to produce knowledge), then 

WHY SHOULD IT REQUIRE ANYTHING ELSE { THE REQUIRED 
KNOWLEDGE WOULD BE FORTHCOMING FOR YOU FROM 
THE PRESENCE OF THAT SINGLE EFFICIENT 

CAUSE — (2369) 

COMMENTARY 

The following might be urged— “Even if the help of Personalities is 
needed, the idea of freedom from Personalities does not bdeome futile , because 
what is made clear (explained) by the Persons is the meaning as it is there 
already, — they do not produce anything new, .£ they produced eamo hmg 
new then alone would the independence of those Persons become admitted , 
Z m that case, being beset with attachment and other J--* 
were to set about producing Vcd.o text* giving expression to wrong 

™, .< u» — . «■ v* *— * • i °*‘ 

by the explanations provided by Persons 
This is what is shown m the following 

TEXTS (2370-2371) 

vow 1 GENTS PROCEEDING TO EXPLAIN THE VEDA, 

Persons, being coum never bn checked by 

according to their ■ ET WT a such defects 

CON ® E ^ T et ' 0 they might provide WRONG 

-sssrr«£---- 

SUCH A SUSPICION —(2370-2371) 


COMMENTARY 

Person has been postulated 
Then again, no such P which is beyond th 

cognisant of the meaning oj the Veia, 


IS independently 
the senses, 
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— m te r ae Pe n d ence. 

This is what is shown m the following 


TEXTS (2372-2373). 

The other party do not admit any Person capable of perceiving 

SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS -AND THE KNOWLEDGE OE THE CONNEC- 
TION between Heaven and Sacrificial Performance can- 
not BE OBTAINED EXCEPT FROM THE (VEDIC) INJUNCTION , 
BECAUSE FOR YOU, THERE IS NO PERSON WHO IS CAP- 
ABLE OF DIRECTLY PERCEIVING SUPERSENSUOUS 
THINGS , AS WHOEVER HAS ANY KNOWLEDGE OF 
THESE HAS IT ONLY THROUGH THE ETERNAL 

Words— (2373-2373) 

COMMENTARY 

The compound * achodanatn ’ is to he explained as * that for which 
there is no Injunction ’ , l e that winch is independent of the Injunction 
The reason for this is next stated — ‘ Because, etc etc ’ 

Question — “ Why is this also so ’ ” 

Answer — * As whoever, etc etc ’ — As has been declared m the following 
words — 'For these reasons there is no Perceiver of supersensuous things; 
whoever knows anjd-hmg about these knows it only through the Eternal 
Word ’—(2372-2373) 

The following might be urged — “ The Veda itself would make known to 
such a person its own meaning, without any action on the part of that Person , 
so that there is no mutual interdependence ” 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (2374) 

The Veda, by itself without any support, cannot always make 
KNOWN ITS OWN MEANING , IN FACT, IT STANDS IN NEED OF EXPLANA- 
TIONS by Persons, — such explanations being like the 
STICK HELD BY THE BLIND MAN — (2374) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Vedic sentence is heard by a man for the first time, it does 
not make known its meaning to that man, if he does not know the conventions 
(regarding the words and their meanings) 

24 
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Question — “ What then does it do ? ” 

Answer — ' It needs, etc. etc ’ — The compound is to be explained as- 
‘ that which is similar to the stick held by the blind man ' — (2374) 

Question — “ It may be m need of it , where is the harm ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (2375) 

When pouted up by the Explanations, the Veda might fall into 

THE WRONG PATH, AND IN THAT CASE, IT WOULD NOT BE RIGHT 
TO REGARD THE VEDA AS THE 1 EYE ’ (ILLUMINATING THINGS) 

t.trt, the Light — (2375) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ 15a * — stands for the Veda. 

• Taya ’ — stands for the Explanations by men 

* Might fall into the wrong path’— by providing a wrong knowledge of 
things, expressing things as they are not 

Thus, it cannot be right to say, as has been said (by the Mtmamsala) 

< The Veda, like Light, is the one eye for all men, and there should be no 

objections raised against it (Text 2381).— (23 1 5) 

The following Text sums up the discussion . — 


TEXT (2376) 


QUITE CLEAR , AS IT IS DEPENDENT UPON 
Personalities —(2376) 


COMMENTARY 

i iimt what is efficient cannot bring about 
it has been already explained that ™ ting that the Veda 

tions through the help of Fenona^ ^ thr<nJgh the help of Per- 


r 

a. mo. m w «■»*”*“ ' 
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TEXT (2377). 

The validity of a hears of cognition is accepted on the ground 
OF ITS bringing about cognitions in accordance with the real 

STATE OF THINGS IF TEEN, TEE VEDA DEPENDS UPON EX- 
PLANATIONS PROVIDED BY MEN, TEE ASSUMPTION OF ITS 
VALIDITY (RELIABILITY) CANNOT BE EIGHT — (2377) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The assumption of its validity cannot be right ’ ; — because un der Text 2375 
it has been shown that * it might fall on the wrong path * — (2377) 

From the above it follows that it is not right to assert as has been 
asserted (by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2350, above) that — ' The Veda 
being reliable, a beginnmgless hue of Pupils and Teachers tends to make it 
faultless 

This is what is shown in the following : — 


TEXT (2378), 

Thus, the Veda not having been proved to be valid, any beginning- 
less line of Pupils and Teaohers, even though assumed, 
CANNOT MARE IT FAULTLESS. — (2378) 

COMMENTARY. 

After ‘ mane we should read ‘ a — sthile ’ — (2378) 

Question — Why cannot it make it faultless ♦ >’ 

Answer — 


TEXT (2379) 

Because not a single person among them is held to be capable 
!s™ Z^ mvs T ™ • ™ -hough 

ASSUMED, THE TRADITIONAL LINE OF iWs AND 

Teachers can be only a uke of blind 
persons —(2379) 


commentary. 


Question — “Ifit ls 

Answer — . 


a line of blind 


people, — what then 


v »* 



ni2 


TATTVASASGBAHA CHATTER XSFV. 

TEXT (2380) 


T° ““ " *“» >. » » 

GET " THE ™ »». ™ THE Asst-,™ OF tiij 
BEGINNINGLESSNESS OF THE LISE (OF PtrtLs \M, 
Teachers) is entirely futile. (2.3S0) 

COMMENTARY 

. Tb “ h0S been thus awi6rtcd ™ the Mwfcj, (I I 2)- ]„ r, i>iml 
to such things as are beyond the senses, the w ords of men cannot be n n cable 
source of knowledge , just as the words 0 f persons born Wmd cannot he „ 
reliable source of knowledge regarding shades of colour ’ — (JWfonon 
page 5) 


Hitherto objections against the Veda ho\o been urged after hating 
admitted (for the sake of argument) that, the bcgmmngle«ne^ of the V.sla 
is proved by ‘ the line of Pupils and Teachers \— Now it ts gomg to he shown 
that this also is not so proved — 


TEXT (2381). 

As a matter of fact, there is ho meass of KXtnwsr. for minis 

THAT THIS THING (THE VEDA AND ITS MEANING) HAS NOT HU s 
MADE (COMPOSED) BY SUCH LATER BnVGS AS Mann, 

Vyasa and others— (2381) 


COMMENTARY 

'No means oj knowing, etc clc ;— lieeau'-c the liialtcr t. >ntn>l. 

imperceptible 

The following might bo urged—' 1 When we regard «h< Veda « '.did nnd 
roliablo, it is not because it is the source of true knot* Mg" and !t> t«- not t< < 
work of any person, wo do so simply bermi-e the tmm-ilion l»t '< ' 
words and their meanings is eternal nntl what thev i»pr.- i r> tro Hi 
could not lie possible it the Vedn were the work of a Person " 

But this also is 1 Inconchrus o ' , where is tie' ground for tie- I mi -d 
fast rule that what express the truth mun not h- tie u«ri of <> If 
—But granting that it is «o ,-o\on -o t he * w « t« open to «bj 
This is what is pointed out m tile follow mg 
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TEXTS (2382-2383). 


The validity and reliability or the Veda may be due merely to 

ETERNAL CONNECTION EXPRESSIVE OF TRUE THINGS ; EVEN SO, THERE 
IS NO ONE WHO EVER PERCEIVES THAT CONNECTION, WHICH IS 
BEYOND THE SENSES. ALL THAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE 
WORDS (OF THE VEDA) IS SUPERSENSUOUS ; HENCE ITS 
CONNECTION ALSO MUST BE StTPEBSENSUOUS, WHILE 
ALL HUMAN BEINGS BY THEMSELVES ARE 
INCAPABLE OP SEEING THINGS BEYOND 
THE REACH OF THE SENSES 

(2382-2383) 

COMMENTARY 


‘ Salyartha ’ qualifies ' mtyasanibandha ' 

As a matter of fact, the ‘eternal connection’ is something that has 
been assumed , and if it did not bring about the cognition of the meaning, its 
assumption would be futile , certainly it has no other character except that of 
being productive of the cognition of the meaning the operation of the 
connection consists only in bringing about the cognition of the meaning ; 
how then can there be a Connection which does not bring about such 
Cognition » It is not by its mere -presence that the Connection brings about 
the cognition ; it does so only when it is itself recognised , if it were not so, 
then the cognition of the meaning would appear also in one who is ignorant 
ot the convention (hearing upon the connection between words and meanings) ; 
and yet the connection cannot be recognised by any one, because one 

6 connect,0Il - ln the ^ape of Heaven, etc -being beyond the 
reach of the senses, the connection itself must also be beyond it 

things SrelZftbe^tmn’’ ° f P “ g 

c(c 

the senses if i th e 18 no 'hwet perceiver of things beyond 

(2382-2383) " °* P erce ‘vmg supersensuous thmgs — 


It might be urged that — “ 
known 


the Veda itself would make this Connection 


Tile answer to that ,s as foUows — 
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TEXT (23S4) 

The Veda certainly does hot say — * such and such is my cow rrao’ 

' WITH THE MEANING * ; AS REGARDS THE ' CONNECTION OF THU 
MEANING ’ THAT WOULD BE FIXED BY MEN, AND MOULD 
NOT DIFFER FROM BEING * THE WORK OF MAN — 

(2384) 

COMMENTARY 

It is not that the Veda-Personahtv, over-flowing with M-mpstliv, la- 
mind bent upon pietv, devoted to doing good to others, and ebantahlv di. 
posed, invites the Brahmanas and offers to them the meaning of the \ ed i 
saying to them — * O Brahmanas, such and such is mj meaning, please nmft 
this 1 

Question — “In that case, the Brahmanas would tliem=elies unnci* ' 
the meanmg ” 

Answer — * As reghrds, etc. etc ' 

The following Text explains the ‘ non-difference ’ mentioned m tl 
preceding Text — 


TEXT (23S5) 

Just as it is suspected that what the word of man so 

BE UNTRUE,— IN THE SAME WAY, MAY IT NOT TIT St SUFCTUD 
THAT THE MEANING IMAGINED BY MAN ''AY Hr UKOsn 

—(238.1) 

COMMENTARY. 

It sometime, happens that with the - V- 

, ra b.rf «p to™. ™ ■ 


»>,»* 


same confused manner. Where then 

. S(7 .-stands for tmmgaf'.' 

• Shafihya ’-might be suspected -(-38..) 


At first, it was explained that the 

v ;:r r 

srjsssa---— "*-*"*” 
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TEST (2386) 

Ever ip the Veda is a reliable source op knowledge, the 
beginningless ‘Lire op Pupils and Teachers’ that has 

BEEN ASSUMED BECOMES LIKE A ‘ LINE OF BLIND 
PERSONS ’ — (2386) 

COMMENTARY 

/ 

In the following text, the Opponent urges the fallacy of ‘ Impossibility ’ 
against the foregoing assertion of the Buddhist to the efiect— ‘ May it not be 
suspected, etc etc ’ (Text 2385} — - 

TEXTS (2387-2388) 

“ The cognition that arises in regard to Heaven and such things, 

FROM THE VEDIC SENTENCES SPEAKING OF THE Agnikotra , ETC IS 
FOUND TO BE FREE FROM DOUBT AND UNCERTAINTY, — JUST LIKE 

THE FIRM CONVICTION THAT PROCEEDS FROM SENSE-PER- 
CEPTION Why then should the Veda, bringing 
ABOUT SUCH COGNITION NOT BE REGARDED AS 
RELIABLE * IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT THE 
IDEA THAT ONE DERIVES FROM THE WORDS 

op the Veda is never doubtful 
AND UNCERTAIN ” — (2387-2388) 

COMMENTARY. 

Aietca’ — is doubt, uncertainly — ' adi’ is meant to include mistake, 
■wrongness — As declared m the Shabara-Bhdmja (1 1 2) — ‘ The idea hrought 
about by the assertion — Desiring Heaven, one should perform sacrifices — 
is not an uncertain one , i e it is not in the form — Heaven may or may not 
follow from the performance of sacrifices , in fact, the idea is a definitely 
certain one — that Heaven does follow , and when this is cognised for certain, 
it cannot he false That Cognition or Idea alone is false which, having 
appeared, becomes sublated by the notion — such is not the actual case ; the 
idea in quostion — that Heaven follows from the performance of sacrifices — 
is never found to be so sublated at any time, or in regard to any person, o r 
under any circumstances, or at any place. Hence it follows that it is not 
false or wrong ’—(Translation, p 6) 

If it were not so, then why should not your mind be swinging in doubt, 
even when you may be actually feeling the huge flame of fire with gleaming 
sparks flying on all sides ! In fact, under the circumstances, there would 
be nothing reliable for you 

Such is the sense of the Opponent (Mxmdinsaka) 

His argument may be formulated thus — That Cognition which is 
free from doubt and mistake must be regarded by all intelligent men as * valid 
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and reliable ’ , — e g the certain cognition of fire that the man lias, who 
desires heat for cooking and whose mmd is not under delusion , — and the 
Cognition arising from the Vedic sentences speaking of the Agnthotra, etc 
is free from doubt and mistake ; hence this is a Reason based upon the 
nature of the thing 

* Na-avaUmhila ’ — is to be construed with (as governing) ‘ pramanatam ’ 

‘ Tam hunan ’ — bringing about such cognition — (2387-2388) 

The author answers the above argument in the following — 


TEXTS (2389-2390) 

It is not so , because uncertainty eons arise (in the case op the 
Vedic Sentence), just in the same way as in the case op 
another Assertion to the contrary , and intelligent people 
do not perceive any difference between the two cases 
In fact, in regard to things beyond the senses, there can 
be no certainty regarding their existence or non-existence — 
If rr be urged that—-" this certainty does arise from 
the Vedic Sentence "-then {the answer is)— why cannot 
there be certainty regarding the contrary of that, from 
another sentence ? — (2389-2390) 


COMMENTARY 

K your Reason means that the notion that mtelh*mt men obtain 
om the Veda is free from uncertainty, etc -then it is 
icause the notion that the intelligent man lias oi ™ caven fact , m 

just as uncertain as that of f^the t "° R nbe no cause for anj absolutely 
,e matter of all supersensuous things, th “® “ ^ , becol[ *. the 

irtam cognition as to the thing “” g o{ the roni Rtat e of things is equally 
irroboration of the actual perception 

navadable m both cases „„, rar „ >_The 1 vatt ’ affix is 

‘As m the case oj another assertion to (he contrary 

^I^might'bTm^ that-" the certainty « obtained from the Vcdic 

* e,c c,c, -' ,c c " 

• From another sentence — ‘ *> fr _Hence that also should 

. my cannot (here be’-.e ” f sublat.on * »ouW bo 

be regarded' as xaUdaodre^ J ^ g3B0) 

equally available m both coses l 

d . 

cannot be 1 inadmissible 
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The answer to that is that such notions may be obtained ; but even so, 
tf the Reason is not ‘ inadmissible ’. it certainly is ‘ Inconclusive 
This is shown in the following — 

TEXTS (2391-2393). 

Teat Vedic scholars derive unshakable notions from tee Veda 

IS DUE TO THEIR HEEDS BEING INFLUENCED BT FAITH . AND THIS IS 
EQUALLY PRESENT ENT OTHER PEOPLE’S MINDS, TV RESPECT OF OTHER 
ASSERTION'S. FoB EXAMPLE. QUITE AS UNSHAKABLE NOTIONS ARE 
DERIVED BT THE BUDDHISTS REGARD DIG TROUBLE AND SUFFERING 
RESULTING FROM SACRIFIOES WHICH INVOLVE THE KELLEIG OF 
ANIMALS. OF THIS LATTES NOTION' WE DO HOT FESD ART SUBLATION 
TILL SOW. IF IT BE SAID THAT “ T B'KTLE MAT BE STHT.lTniv 
OF IT AT SOME FUTURE TIME ASD PLACE — THE SAME IS EQUALLY 
POSSIBLE IS TEE CASE OF THE VEDIC SENTESCE ALSO. — (2391-2393). 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ S3 ’ — the firm conviction. 

* Anyefam — of the Buddhist and other people. 

* Anyatah ’—from such sentences as ‘ From sacrifices, involving the 
hiding of animals, proceed trouble and suffering 

This is what is shown in the sentence beginning with ‘ For example . 
etc. etc.’— It is easily understood. — (2391-2393) 

The Author again shows that the premiss regarding the Veda being 
independent of personalities is * inconclusive ’ : 


TEXTS (2394-2397). 

If THE \ EDA EXPRESSED ITS MEANING BT ITSELF INDEPENDENTLY OF 
CONTENTION'S MADE BT TEE WHIMS OF MEN', — THEN IT wrp.rrr BB 
VALID AND RELIABLE. As, IN THAT CASE, IT WOULD NOT ABANDON 
ITS MEANING EVEN WHEN EXPLAINED OTHERWISE BT MEN WITH 
MC-DS PERVERTED BT DELUSION, VANITY AND OTHER DEFECTS 
AND IT WOULD DIRECTLY BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION OF THAT 
ALOSE ^ S0T EXEEESS *** MEANING THAT MAY BE 
ME3r -~ IS H0TrET ®' 11 DEPENDS UPON THE Mm OF 
ZZ “ D0K y0r DBrFEE THE COMMON ASSERTIONS OF 

DEP^r T CiSE ^ OF LEANING WOULD BE 

wrong. — ( 2394-2397) S “ TEAX 11 3ur BE 

COMMENTARY, 

CNprSmjSs m^L 8 nr' c teted ‘ «“ ^ - the 

mng. upon Conventions made by the whims of mem— 
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it would not oppress the meaning that is desired , as there would be nothing 
to restrict it On the other hand, if the Veda expressed its meaning indepen- 
dently of the Conventions, then it would he possible for it to be valid and 
reliable ; because regardless of the explanations propounded by men, it 
would directly express its meaning , even though it might be explained 
otherwise by mon, it would never abandon the function of expressing its 
ow n meaning by itself, — exactly ns the eye and other organs do not abandon 
their inherent function of appieliendmg things — This is the sense of the 
whole argument 

* AVtyuyamana ' — Being explained 

1 Aram ’ — Quickly ; at once 

‘ Wrong ’ — i e the wlitms of men may be wrong — (2394-2397) 


It may be that, on account of the Veda not being the work of an author, 
its connection with its meaning is inherent, evert so, however, what is 
desired by the MimamsaKa is not prov ed , as the Reason adduced remains 
* Inconclusive ’ 

This is the view expounded in the following — 


TEXTS (2398-2399) 

It is said that the Veda, hot being the work of ah author, has 

THE INHERENT CAPACITY OF ASSERTING WHAT IS TRUE , BUT WHY 
CANNOT IT BE SUSPECTED THAT WHAT IT SAYS IS NOT TRUE 
JUST AS ITS TRUTHFULNESS IS DEDUCED FROM THE FACT 

that by itself, it brings about the cognition of 

WHAT IS TRUE,— IN THE SAME MANNER IT MIGHT 
BE SUSPECTED THAT BY ITSELF IT BRINGS 
about THE COGNITION of what is not 
true — (2398-2399) 


COMMENTARY 


‘ Prakrtam '—pertaining 


to its nature , inherent -(2398-2309) 


T he following text 

SSST - — — ** 

only shows your stupidity 1 
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TEXTS (2400-2401) 

Further, if you are really' eager to regard the Veda as valid 

AXD RELIABLE, THEFT TRY AND PROVE THAT IT IS THE WORK OF A 
PERSON' FREE FROM DEFECTS AND SO FORTH If IT IS COM- 
POSED BY A FAULTLESS AUTHOR AND IS EXPOUNDED IN THE 
WORLD BY FAULTLESS EXPOUNDERS, IT CERTAINLY CAN 
BE THE MEANS OF OBTAINING THE COGNITION OF 
THE BEAL TRUTH REGARDING THINGS — 

(2400-2401) 

COMMENTARY 

' -4ntf so forth ’ — is meant to include the faultless expounders — (2400- 
2401) 

Question — u How can validity and reliability be accepted as attaching to 
the Veda as composed and explained by faultless persons ’ ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (2402) 

The well-defined and excellent yvords of persons full of wisdom 

AND COMPASSION, EVEN THOUGH EMANATING FROM PERSONALITIES, 

ARE ACTUALLY THE MEANS OF TRUE COGNITIONS — (2402) 

COMMENTARY 

i“ S beea thus declared by Shabaranamm (in Ins Shasya on Su 

trustworthy oolT Z aSSertWD ° f ordmar y if lt emanates from a 
worthy person, or if it pertains to something that is directly perceived 
by the senses, -,t must be true ”, (Translation, p 4) P 

Sadvachah ’—-Excellent assertions — (2402) 

** ^ 

TEXT (2403) 

^ » — » - A SOURCE OF 

MAN kZZ’ BECATOE 11 IS h-OT THE WORK OF 

AS foZ, f ITHAS **“ F ° TOD ***** SUCH THINGS 
l0r Zf AHDTHE tIKE (WHICH ARE NOT 
TOE work OF MAN) ARE THE SOUROE 
OF FALSE COGNITIONS — (2403) 

M t ^ commentary 

’• ^ ^ITercnolclTdS T the pl ~ of ^fects in 
such defects are possible, _e g m the case of 
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self through the faction of dned bamboo* etc m the forest That fire on 
the other hand which « produced bi men bv rubbing together of two 
sticks,— Uns cannot be regarded ns * not the work of man ’ , and hence tins 
could not imalidnto the Mimamsaka's Reason 

‘ Forest -fire and the hU '-‘and the Me ’,s meant to include the Jbrage 
mid <*uch phenomena — (2403) 

How these are the source of « rong cognitions is shown m the follow mg.— 


TEXT (2404) 

lx THE GLARE OF FIRE, THE Blue LoTL'S APPEARS AS Red — If IT IS SAID 
THAT — " Is THIS CASE THE FlRE IS THE CAUSE OF THE WRONG 

Cognition, and is a product (hot eternal) ” — [then, 

THE ANSWER IS AS IX THE FOLLOWING Text] 

—(2404) 

COMMENTARY 

The following might be said (bv the Slimamsaka ) — “ The mere fact of 
not being the work of a person has not been put forward b.v us as the Reason 
(for Reliability), — what, is meant by us to be the Reason is that fact along 
with the fact of not being a product — Or it is this character of not bang a 
product that is indicated by the character of not being the work of a Person 
Hence the Reason is not rendered Inconclusive by the case of the Forest 
fire, which is a product (with a beginning) *’ — 

This is the mmSmsaka's answer which is anticipated and set forth m the 
words—* In this case, the Fire , etc etc 1 

• Taddhetuh ’—the source of wrong cognition —(2104) 

The answer to the above is as follows — 


TEXT (2405) 

Does the ‘chasacter of being a Product ’ make thixgs the source 

OF WRONG COGNITIONS 1 I* TEAT CASE, SmoU WOULD NOT 
RE THE CORRECT INDICATOR OF EIRE —(2405) 


COMMENTARY 
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wise. if any and every qualification could make the Reason concZusite, then 
no Reason could ever be Jnconclushe ; because qualifications would easily be 
available by the mere wish for it : — the character of not being a Product does 
not set aside its capacity ta bring about urong notions ; because if being a pro- 
duct were known to be the cause of being a source of wrong notions , then the 
absence of the former might mean the absence of the latter also 

The Opponent might say — •“ It is so known ” 

The answer to that is — 1 In that case. etc. etc.' — If the character of being 
a product were the reason for beirg the source of wrong notions, — then the 
character of not being a Product would be the reason for being the source of 
right notions ; — because Eight and "Wrong Cognitions bemg mutually 
contradictory, borh could not proceed from one and the same canse ' e g 
Fire, which is the source of Heat, cannot be the source of gold ; consequently 
as Smoke is a product, it could not be the means of the Right Xot'ton of Fire. — 
(2405) 

The following might be urged . — “ What is meant by us is, not that 
the character of being a product is the cause of wrong cognition only, hut that 
the said character alone is the cause of the wrong cognition ; there is no 
other cause for it ; we do not assert that Bight Cognition can never be 
brought shout by what is a Product. Everything that is a product is not 
equally regarded by us as bemg the cause of Wrong Cognition , by virtue 
of which, the Right and Wrong Cognitions being mutually contradictorv, 
aU that is not-product would be the source of Eight Cognition What is 
meant by us is that Products bemg multifarious, it is onlv some Products 
tint are the source of Wrong Cognition,— e g jaundice, etc — whde some are 
the source of Right Cognition, — e g. the whole lot of undiseased sense-organs, 
fit were not so, then, on finding that some products like Ice are the source of 
coidr it might be presumed by implication that warmth which is contrary' to 
cold is due to something that is not a Product. As a matter of fact, however 
this is not so— Thus, inasmuch as we do not deny the fact of the Product 
bemg the source of Bight Cognition, Smoke does remain the means of Eight 
Cognition (of Fire) 6 

Anticipating this argument, the Author answers it m the following 


Tit-Vi (2405). 

Tsrs eve>- though hot the work op a person, the Veda 

CANNOT BE THE SOURCE OP RIGHT COGNITION ; HENCE THE 
ASSUMPTION OF IT IS ENURELT FUTILE. — (2406) 

COMMENTARY 

Wra^i -Xttfe !n “ " vere the “»* 05 Rightness and 

both Eight Jd~WroU r nCe 01 CharaCter Would the absence of 

g Cognition ; consequently the tact of the Veda not 

' <c ‘ C ° l no: beH srounfi for its being a source of Right Cognition , 
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ns that is not a causa of this latter , hence the qualification — 'not being a 
product ' — ds applied to the Probans, is useless 

The following might be urged — “By the qualification — 'not being the 
w ork of man what is meant is not the ' Positive-Negative ’ Premiss, but a 
purely nogotivo Premiss ; the sense being that — being a Product, which is the 
contrary of the Probnns (' not being the work of man ’), is concomitant with 
* falsity which is the contrary of the Probandum (‘ Truthfulness ’), — 
because falsity is found in the cords of man only — hence wherever there is 
the character of not being a Product, which is contrary to that with which 
Falsity is invariably concomitant,— there, the character of not being a Product , — 


v Inch is negatively concomitant with falsity— being negatived, its concomi 
tunt, Falsity, nlso becomes negatived ; and thus it would follow that uihal is 
not a Product asserts what is true , and as thus the desired conclusion would be 
got oven without the affirmative premiss, any statement of such a Premiss 
would be useless 

True ; this is so If the concomitance between the two contraries is 
admitted ’ But it is not admitted For instance, there would be con- 
comitance between the two contraries of the Probandum, if against the 
Probans, which is contrarj to tile Probandum, tnere were a subtan e cogm- 
lion. There is, however, no such sublative cognition Mere non-pereeption 
does not prove non CMStenee ; as it ra not a conclusive proof for non-existence 

Tho following might be urged—" Being a Product is the contra ^° 
not -being a Product ; m the former we end falsity, whence it follows by implica- 
♦ inn that what is not a Product is devoid of falsity “» 

Thm is not right. From seeing something m one place, it does not follow 
that it does not exist elsewhere; because one and the same thing 58 fo ™ 
ti be concomitant with mutually contradictory things. For 
Z elg character of non-cternaVty is found »- *** 

produced by effort and also whati ^ by efforti cannot lead to the 

non-elernahty bemg found produced by effort, 

conclusion that it does not exis sometimes found in what is a 

Further, if the mere foot J concomitant, then it 

Product were to mean that the words prooe edmg from men,— 

might be that truthfulness being fe{ , regar( }ed as invariable con- 

truthfulness and proceeding from men the character of being 

comitants , and consequen 5- . ji^/i dness should cease, so 

a product, falsity .should oe ^®' , pcmn doe9 no t prove irtOifulnw 

that the mere fact of not «"**** ** 

Enough of this discussion -(2406) 


The Author has, so far, ^ « 2 

allowing Reasons (propounded by defects conducive ^ 

£«f of the VedaMo) *££ J", .orkof that it 

hlsity, as implied by ® mdloa ted by the absence of defects, fo) 

, not the work of man J a toectly stated m so manv wonh 
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TEXTS (2407-2409) 

From ail this it follows that the Reasons in support of (1) tee 
Veda sot being the work of a Person, (2) of there being only a 

' MANIFESTATION ’ OF IT. AND (3) OF ITS BEING ETERNAL. — AS ALSO 
(4) OF THE ETEENAL CONNECTION BETWEEN THE WORDS AND US 
MEANING, — HAVE ALL BEEN SET FOETH USELESSLY. BECAUSE, EVEN 

if the Veda has all this character, it cannot be accepted 

TO BE THE SOURCE OF TRUE KNOWLEDGE , AS HAS BEEN JUST ST ATED 

in detail Hence we are not fating muce attention to tee 

REFUTATION OF THIS IDEA (OF THE VEDA NOT BEING THE WORE OF A 

febson) Who would ever care to refute what has no bearing 
UPON THE MATTER UNDER CONSIDERATION ? — (2407-2409) 

COMMENTARY 

(1) The idea of its not bemg the work of a Person., (2) the idea that 
there is ‘ manifestation ’ of it, and (3) the idea that it is eternst ; — the 
Reasons in support all this — Sadhana ’ being that by which something is 
proved, i.e Reason, Probans — V anous kinds of such Reasons have been, 
shown above already. 

* Tasmm ’ — even if all this be true. — * .dsya ’ of the Veda 
1 UpagamyaS ' — cannot be accepted. 

1 Vyasatah ’ — in detail 

‘ Statpratik^lpi ' — to the refutation of all this idea — of the Veda noi 
being the uork oj a Person and so forth 

Even if all this is true, what is wanted by the MimdmsaTca is not accom- 
plished ; — and as this has been explained already , if a further refutation of 
ell this were done, it would be of no use m the present discussion. — (2407—2409) 

This same idea is further explained — 

TEXTS (2410-2411) 

The question that is being considered now is the idea of tee 
Veda being the source of Right Knowledge ; and it war bken 

PROVED THAT IT CANNOT BE SO EVEN IF IT BE NOT THE WORK 

of a Person. — What little is said xn this .con- 
nection (by the other party) in sheer vanity 

— ALL THAT VAKISHES DT THIS SAiEE TTAY. FOE 
ALL ICES OF KEES X^TELLECTTAL 

vision. — (2410-2411) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ahopuru ?)I lu vanity. — The nomoicl affix being due to the 

term being included under the * Hctnojifa ‘ group. 
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‘.Veil nf lent mfcUitfcncc', — v.ho=e wsion 
is \m Kre n — (.>110 2411 ) 


in the shape of Intelligence, 


It lifts In -in argued in tin* Miinunieol a under 20!' 5, above, that *the 
milhnrnf (lie Veda ’ i- not copnwiblcbi anvof the fiveMenns ol Knowledge, 
■■1C 1 1< 

'lilt mtsui r to (his -s ns follows — 


TEXT (2412) 

Till HIM Ml 01 THE Means OF COGNHIOS HOES SOT NECESSARILY 
MEAN THE ABSENCE OT THE Oh)LCi OF COGNITION , BECAME THE 

i.vrrrn are sot causes with which the former is 

INVARIABLY CONCOMITANT —(2412) 


COMMEXTAKY. 

"Mint IS meant b> tins the most important argument (of the Mimamsala') 
is " inadmissible 

It is only what is nll-pcrvadme, e g the Cause which, bemg absent, 
indicates the absence of the less pertasive, e g th eEficd, because these two 
are related to each othcr—thc all-pervasive to the less pervasive by the 

relation oi-co-es=cnt.aUty,andtheC8«setotheEfiectbytharelationoftheone 

bemg produced bv the other, -and for you, the 
factor cannot be present when 

the Moans of Cognition, they «mnot i* V * a fh {ar rem oved in fame and 
things For instance, it is quite P^ 1 J h ^esas. of Cognition applying to 
place and nature, to ran even with »ntj ™ over * times. 

it, lienee the smd Means of as tj, e Cause of all tilings, for 

Sor can the Means of Cogm ^ Mother wav about, the Means of 
tho same reason , specially as objects of Cognition And 

Cognition itself bemg the efieCt °! ^° , th Absence of the Cease ; 

vet when the Effect * that * neither the Cause nor 

” -ir=; rr »“ - ■** »— - * * w - 

?£r:xs, «— 


_ > js farther confirmed by the posabihtv 

The same ‘ rf the Probandum - 

of the Beacon m the Contrary 
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TEST (2413) 

Tots, eves- though not cognisable by the five Mea n s of Cognition, 
the Author of the Veda is not amenable to ‘ Non- apprehension ’ 
(Negation) alone . — he being just like the Author of 

THE STORr-BOOK WHOSE AUTHOR IS NOT 
KNOWN. — (2413) 

COMMENTARY. 


‘ Tat ’ — Thus ; therefore. 

Construe thus — 1 Pahchabhth agamyopi shruteh karta 
‘ Avij/iata.etc .’ — The compound is to be expounded as — ‘those whose 
authors are unknown ’ ; and this to be taken as in opposition to (qualifying) 
‘ aUujaytladi ’ , and then the Gemtive Ending and the 1 tail ’ — affix — (2413) 


The following Text points out the ‘ inadmissibility ’ and hence ‘ Incon- 
clusiveness * of the Mimamtakax Probans * — 


TEXT (2414) 

If the author of these story-books is inferred from the fact 

OF Til M R BEING EXPRESSIVE OF DISTINCTLY CLEAR MEANINGS, 

then WHY cannot the same be done in regard to the 
Veda also « — (2414) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Tisam ’ — stands for the story-books, etc 
TTAu rannoi, etc. etc ’ — That is, why is not the Author of the Veda 
°° ln erred 6x1111 lfs being expressive of distinctly clear meanings ’ — there 
bemg no difference between the two cases Thus the Reason—* because 
-re is no means of knowing such an Author ’ becomes 1 inadmissible ’. 

untrue ’ — (2414) 


urt er, the Reason as adduced by the Mimfimsaka can have two 
meanings (1) that, the Author is not cognised by any one through the 
, , f eaa f °* *"°£ tutlon an< I (2) that he is not so cognised by the Mimamsaka 
■imsc/, in the former sense, it is Doublful-hence-Inadmissible ; and m the 
a ‘ er ’ 14 15 I**eoncfci*iie — This is shown in the following : — 

25 
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TEXTS (2415-2417) 

As REGARDS HIS BEING NOT COGNISED BY ALL BEINGS,— THAT IS ALWA1S 

doubtful ; as it is possible that at sosie time by some means op 
Cognition, he might become cognised by some one Because 

THAT HE IS SO UNCOGN1SABLE CANNOT BE CLEARLY ASCERTAINED 
BY ALL LIVING BEINGS OE ALL THE THREE WORLDS COMING TOGETHER 
WITHOUT EXCEPTION — As REGARDS SIS BEING NOT COGNISED BY THE 

Mimdmsaka himself, it is clearly ‘Inconclusive because that 

DOES NOT PROVE WITH CERTAINTY THAT THERE IS NO COGNITION 
BY OTHER PERSONS -(2415-2417) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Imam ' — i e the fact that the Author of the Veda is not cognised 
by anyone 

' Tatha. hi, etc etc ’ — confirms the said 1 Inconclusiveness ' — through the 
convictions of other people and also the cogitations of students — (2415— 
2417) 

It has been argued by the MimSmsala, under Text 208B, that “ the 
Author of the Veda is not perccned ”, 

The following Text shows that this Reason is ‘ inadmissible ’ — 


TEXT (2418) 

IT IS THROUGH PERCEPTION THAT THE HEADERS OP ^JDA "RE RECOG- 

NISEP AS THE ‘MAHERS’ IT " B ”tION'™N T 
AS ' MANOTBSTEBS .BECAUSE THE MANIFES 

THINGS IS ItIPOSSIBLE — (2418) 

COMMENTARY. 

then, in as much as readers of the veaa a ■> 

jwsible that he might have been*"* by some ^ „ 

*- - - ” *“ 

b ”SS.“”a" *»“ ” ‘ •***"" 

Jar ’ ” 
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Answer — True, there can be no ‘Mamfester’ for non-eternal things 

aiso 

Question — “How then are things like the Lamp regarded as 
‘ Marufesters ’ ? ” 

Answer — No ; in. the cases cited, the Lamp is really the produces of the 
Jar, inasmuch as it produces the jar capable of bringing about its cognition ; 
and it is spoken of as ‘ Mamfester in order to indicate the exact nature 
of the ‘ producing ' done by it 

Such a ‘ Mamfester ’ is not possible m the case of the Veda ; because its 
nature is such that its successive stages of production are not clearly per- 
ceptible — (2418) 

Even granting that there can be a ‘ Mamfester ’ of the eternal thing , — 
such a ‘ Mamfester * does not differ from the * maker ’ — This is what is shown 
in the following. — 

TEXT (2410). 

The Vedas being perceptible in their character, there is appear- 
ance OP THEM WHEN THERE IS OPERATION OP THE ' MaNIFESTER ’ : 

Ip they existed even before that operation, then they 

SHOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE AT THAT TIME 

ALSO.— (2419) 


COMMENTARY 

Nothing can be regarded as ‘ Mamfester ' unless it does something . 
otherwise there would be incongruities , and if it does something, then it 
becomes admitted that it is the producer , because the production of a particular 
thing consists only in the coming about of another character. 

‘ Bemg f nrceptible in their character '—This qualifies the Vedas 
It might be argued that—" the Vedas were perceptible m their character 

71 1Z}»t £" f ow can they h* 8tud t0 appear throu * h the 

The answer to this is-' 1 / they existed even before, etc etc ‘ Tesam ’ 
stands for the Vedas that are perceptible in their character —(2419) 

The same idea is further supported 

TEXT (2420) 

THI; lr !? “ NISED AS CAPA * M being treated as the effect 

m ' HlANIFESTER BECADSE IT APPEARS ONLY 
THIS LATTER IS PRESENT ,— LIKE THE SPROUT 
IN THE PRESENCE OF THE SEED — (2420) 

COMMENTARY. 
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of boing treated as the affect produced by the latter, — for instance, the 
sprout, appearing uhon the seed functions, is regarded as its effect, — the 
Veda is found to appear only u hen the functioning of the Reader (Manifester) 
is there , hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things ^ 

1 Being treated ’ consists in abandoning or securing the thing — ‘ Arh 
stands for being cognised, being spoken of and so forth 

The Reason here adduced is not ' inadmissible ’ , if it were, then the 
Veda would bo perceived oven beforo (its manifestation by the Reader) 

Nor h the Roason ‘ Inconclusive ’ , as there can be no other reason for 
its boing treated ns a product — (2420) 

It bns boon argued under Text 2088 above that — “ The Author of the Veda 
has not had Ins relationship perceived previously, eto etc — hence he cannot 
bo inferred ” 

The answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXT (2421) 

Because they appear in toe sequential fobm in which they become 

MANIFESTED,— LIKE DRAMAS AND STORIES,— THE VEDAS MUST BE 

the woes of an author , thus the Author is cognised 
by means of Inference also — (2421) 


COMMENTARY 

The reasoning may be formulated as follows -What appeam » £ 
sequential order of the manifestation must be the work : of an autitor hke 
Dramas and Stones .-the Veda appears m thesequen.aorfr of .tsmani 
tation , — hence this is a Reason hated ^ the " ° s Admissible ■ , 

The Reason here adduced cannot be 0 rfe r — (2421, 

because Letters are actually always cognised m a sequential ( 

The following Text shows that the Reason just adduced is not ‘Incon- 
“ TEXT (2422) 

IIx.ru WERE NOT THE WORK OF A PERSON], AS 

WHAT IS ETERNAL , AS THERE CAN 
BE NO * MANIFESTATION ’ OF 

it -(2422) 


COMMENTARY 
ial and all-pervading, disc tn 
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Bee -TSf in the case of the Teds, there cannot he any sequence of time, as 
tfese £s in the case of the Seed and the Sprout : because being eternal, the 
n-ords must he all synchronous.— Sor can there he sequence of place, as there 
is in th= esse of the line of ants: because, being ell-pervadmg. they mint 
cecttpr the some points in space. — STor can there be sequence of manifestation; 
because what is eternal cannot have any peculiarity imposed upon itself, and 
hence cannot become manifested. — (2=22) 


It has been argued under Text 20S9 that— “ there is no Verbal authority, 
—either ei e'ral or artificial. — which declares an Author of the Veda ”. 

The answer to this is as follows : — 


TEST (2423). 

It has bees shows teat * Verbal Atthobitt ' Analogy and 
* PEEsraerroy * cannot be the jMe.ans of Right Cognition ; 

— HENCE IT CANNOT BE RIGHT TO BRING THESE 

FORWARD. — (2423) 

COlDltSTART. 

‘ It has cere scoter . ' — under the chapter on the Cleans of Right Cognition . 
‘ Tcsar , ' — of Verbal Authority. Analogy and Presumption. — (2423) 


It has been argued under Teat 2096 that — “The Veda is held to be without 
an Author, in order to remove the chances of unreliability, etc. etc. ". 

The answer to this is as follows : — 


TEST (2424). 


If tee idea of tee Veda being wirHorr ah Author is insisted 

CFON. IN OSDEF TO REMOTE ALL CHANCES OF ITS tTHREUABIUTY, 

— -TEES'. SUCH AH IDEA. BEING A POS I T IVE ENTITY. 

IIFST BE ESTABLISHED BY MEANS OF PROOFS. 

-(2424) 


COMMENTARY. 

Q 1 - — ‘“Ho— can th?t idea be a po-dtive entity ? * 
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TEXT (2425). 

Tut: Veda is regarded to be self-sufficient, — because it does 
not depend upon the action of any Person , and the 

SAID tdf-AtlffictnlCj/ .MUST BE F.ITirER THE PROPERTY 
OF A POSITIVE ENTITY ONLY, OR SUCH A 
POSITIA E ENTITY ITSELF —(2425) 


COMMENTARY' 


VI lint is meant bj llieVrdn 1 being without nn Author ’is that it is 
firlpMiflinent , ns tin' argument that is put forward is that “the Veda is 
mdopotidc'iit of the notion of Persons, and honeo valid and reliable as a 
menus of know ledge ” If it w ere not so, than what peculiar character would 
it tie which would he proved bj the prosing of the fact that the Veda is not 
the work of mi Author ’ 

This character of * not being the work of an author ’ is the properly 
of an entity for those who regard tho distinction between the thing and its 
proper! v ns real —As a matter of fact, however, the * property ’ is only the 
nature of the entit J itself, and is spoken of ns its ‘ property ’ for the purpose 
of precluding other diversities Tins is what is meant bj the words- or 
a gnome entitv t tuclf'—' Such ’— i o self-sufficient —(2425) 


It 1ms been argued under Text Zl06, that-” when the pronfs ndduccd 
to prove the existence of such an Author are roluted, the absence of 
ono follows os a matter of course ” 

The answer to this is ns follows • — 


TEXTS (2426-2428) 

nv THE VIEW THAT THEBE 

IF CERTAIN PROOFS ABE ADDUCDO ^ PROOFS ARE REFUTED, 

is an Author or the VMJ * 1OT . nE K „« such Author 

IT DOES not NE C ES5AMI,Y F ^ „ HIS EXISTENCE, 

IN tact on the refutako CERTAINTY regarding his 

WHAT FOLLOWS IS SETTING ASIDE OF THE IDEA OF 

EXISTENCE , SIMILARLY THE • ABOUT ANY CERTAINTY AT 

mS EXISTENCE IS J, TEE CESSATION OF THE means 

two views —(2426-2428) 

COWilElsTARY 

Wien a certain ^ "J 
certainty regaining a cortmn thing. 
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follow would be that there would be no certainty relating to it , it would not 
follow that the thing itself does not exist Because on the cessation of the 
.Means of Cognition, the object of Cognition does not cease, — as has been 
explained above — on the basis of its being the Means or the Pervaier. 

‘ Asti ’ — on being refuted. 

All that can be asserted with reason is that ‘ neither of the two views 
is proved ’ , the particle ‘ th ' has to be added, after ' nasli ’ — (2426—2428) 


The same idea is further strengthened by means of an example — 


TEXT (2429) 

For instance, when on the ground of ‘ incorporeality the 
OTHER PARTE SEEKS TO PROVE THE ETERNALITY (OF WORD-SOUNDS), 

— AND AGAINST THIS IT IS POINTED OUT THAT, IN VIEW OP 

Pleasure, which also is * incorporeal ’ (and vet not- 

ETERNAL), THE SAID REASON IS ' INCONCLUSIVE — IT 
DOES NOT NECESSARILY POLLOW (PROM THIS COUNTER- 
ARGUMENT) that the Word-Sound is 
PERISHABLE — (2429) 


COMMENTARY. 

For example, the man who holds the Word-Sound to be eternal,— with a 
view to prove the said eternality, which is one entity,— -puts forward the 
argument that ‘ the Word-Sound must be eternal, because it is incorporeal, 
like Alaska ’ .—thereupon his opponent puts forward the counter-argument 
that- The Word-Sound cannot be regarded as eternal, on the ground of 
us mcorporeahty, because m view of the case of Pleasure, the said reason 
is inconclusive ’ ,—m this nay, though the Reason for the entity, in the shape 
ir h r ' ’ haS he0a refuted ’ >' et l * doss uot become proved that the said 

• ? md 18 n °*' eiernal '—so aleo m case m question— fins clause is 
to be taken as understood 

comuigUT' Sf.’ “ th8 ^ 18 m,SplaCed ’ “ Sh0uid be understood as 
■d^Or^n * ' V °i rd Shabdah ’’ the ptoase ‘ mtyah siddhyati ’ has to be 

’orfc^"C y HM n BS SCT '' ine b ° th p ' irpo5es> ~ as m the 


added. 

case 


party adduced, aboV6 - under Text 2101, that-" when the otliei 
of the Veda have th" S “ PP ° rt ° f the two ends ol the Veda, the upholders 
proofs” """ PUrp ° S6 accom Phshed by the refutation of those 

The answer to this 


is ns follows — 
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TEXT (2430) 

Tegs then, when a proof has been adduced is support op the 

TWO ENDS OF THE VEDA, — BE THE REFUTATION OF THAT PBOOF, 

THE UPHOLDERS OF THE VEDA DO NOT HATE THEIR 
PURPOSE ACCOMPLISHED — (2430) 

COJDCEXTAET 


* Tat 1 — Therefore, thus 

‘They do not have their purpose accomplished ' — i e their opinion does 
not become estabbshed — (2430) 


It has been urged above bv the MimdmsaXa, under the Text 2105, that — 
" Eternahty is what is meant by the two characters of being not produced 
and being not destroyed, and both these being of the nature of Negation, do 
not require any proof for themselves ” 

The Buddhist’s answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2431-2432). 

IF ' Eternahty ’ IS what IS meant BY being not produced- and being not 
destroyed, — then, inasmuch as both would be of the nature 
of mere Negation,— the same may be said regarding the 
„ um-enMy also Consequently, just as the Eter- 
NAUTY OF THE * SKY-LOTUS * IS NOT REAL, D. THE 
SAME WAY THE reliability OF THE VEDA ALSODOES 
not become established —{2431-24;M 


COMMBKTABY 

, ,,, t w, eternahty is asserted on the 

• There are two assumptions ) w bewg noi destroyed, 

basis of the two characters of being noi ? ^ (2) that these latter are 

which are of the nature the former view (1) the Season 

of the nature of Retains ieyalio , the ‘ Skv-lotus the * etemalitv 

being • meonelusive ’ (doubtful) m view of the^ S* ^ m the 
of the Veda does not become gajd peters of being product* 

ease of the ‘Sky-lotus , though Wydo esnot become established 

and being destroyed- are denied, y ^ ^ o{ the Veda , hence the Beason 
as a real entity , the s «f * wou]d follow that, os in the SI y Mas, «o 

:3sS££=>r----t-«- 

* ~ — - - — - — * * 

* inadmissible ’ * 
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TEXT (2433) 

Eves- tee denial or the characters or feeing produced and feeing 
destroyed cannot be admitted , as it has been said that 
'tee proof is set aside Hence Etemahly does 

SOT BECOME ESTABLISHED.— (2433) 

COMMENTARY 


* Set aside ’ — Refuted 

• Tat ' — Hence. 

If the latter view (2) — put forward in the Commentary on 2431 — is 
accepted. — then it should not he said that ' because they axe of the nature 
of Negation, they do not need any proof for themselves ’ 

This is what is shown in the following : — 


TEXTS (2434-2435) 

Ir the two characters meant to be the Reasons for Eteknality 
ARE OF THE NATURE OF RELATIVE NEGATION, — THEN, PARTAKING 
OF THE NATURE OF AFFIRMATION, THEY DO STAND IN NEED OF 
PROOF FOR THEMSELVES — THUS, FOR PEOPLE WHO DO NOT 
WISH TO EBOVE ‘ EtERNAHMY ’ AS A REAL ENTITY, THE 
SAID ETEKNALITY DOES NOT BECOME PBOYED 
MERELY BY THE REJECTION OF THE TWO 
CONTRARY VIEWS — (2434-2435) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily understood — (2434-2435) 

It has been argued by the Mimnmsala, under Text 2106, that — “ One 
who asserts the falsity of the "Vedie Word, on the basis of Inference, has 
his Proposition annulled by the force of the cognition derived from the Veda ” 
The Buddhist’s answer to this is as follows . 


TEXT (2436). 

^' HK IHAT H4S BEEN ADDUCED BY US IN MS THREE-FOLD FORM, — 

CANNOT BE REFUTED EVEN BY YOUR FATHER —(2436) 

COMMENTARY 

5 ^ at ^ as ’ !xcn adduced ’, — under the Chapter on ‘ Inference ’ , 

. 'r n,- 66 ® eas °n have been described, as (1) based upon the 

. ° „ ^ based upon the relation of Cause and Effect, and (3) 

based on Aon-apprehension 
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Such a Reason cannot be refuted ; because it is inseparable from the 
real state of things — 2Co one can alter the real nature of a thing , because 
that n ould mean the producing of another state of the thing ; and -when 
another state of the thing is brought about, it does not mean anything for 
the thing itself ; as that would lead to incongruities Consequently when a 
certain thing has been proved by proofs, it cannot be set aside by any one 
Otherwise if there were setting aside of what is established by proof, the 
proof itself w ould become vitiated ; this would mean that there would be no 
confidence in any thing ; and hence that proof would not be reliable at all — 
< 243 G) 


The same idea is further explained in the following — 


TEXTS (2437-2438) 

The Persox who has bees spoken or r s the Veda as ‘ hot pbbishtxg 

—THE 1VEWTAT. OF STJCB A PERSOX THROCGH Inference HAS BEEN 
COKABLE SET FORTH IX THE SECTIOX WHERE 'THE XO-SOUL 
DOCTRINE ’ HAS SEEK EXPOTTKBED — ! THE ' UNIVERSAL ’ AXD 
OTHER THIXGS ALSO HAVE BEEX SHOWN THERE TO HAVE 
REEK DISCARDED. THE INFERENCE BASED WON 
WELL-RECOGNISED IXVAEIABLE COXCOAHTANCE, 

AS EXPLAINED BEFORE, IS WHAT BETS ASIDE 
the SOUL — (2437-2438) 


C05DEENTABY 


_ . „ < rrn-iB mdeod is the Soul ’ , and m 

It has been declared in the Yeda it nener perishes ’ , 

reference to this Soul, rtwa^erted t P characterised hi mdestnie- 
-and again-' Indestructible indeed ,_ s an oplr ,„ c 

tibibty •* other thint ’ stands for QuaW.cs and 

under the Chapter on ‘Iso-Soul 

Says tV. Opponent-^- " £ 

discarded ^ the Inference also not he denied - 
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TEXT (2439). 

When the Inference is firmly based upon the nature of things 

— WHO WOULD BE THE STUPID PERSON WHO WOULD DISCARD 
IT ON THE STRENGTH OF MERE WORDS, — OR BY THE 
COGNITION BORN OF SUCH WORDS * — (2439) 

COMMENTARY 
* Tasyah — of the Inference 

Words depend upon the whim of the Speaker, and as such they can have 
no fixed relationship to any real state of things , hence it cannot be regarded 
as a Means of Right Cognition in regard to the state of things — Inference, 
on the other hand, always appears on the basis of the Probans which is 
inseparably related either by sameness or by causality , and as such it is 
inseparably connected with the thing , that is why it is a Means of Right 
Cognition and is capable of discarding notions to the contrary 
‘ Tadbhavmya , ' — proceeding from words — (2439) 


If even when not inseparably related, the Word were a Means of Right 
Cognition, then there would be incongruities —This is what is shown m the 
following — 


TEXT (2440) 

When a cognition proceeds from the words of a human-being, 
in regard to something beyond the Senses, — why do you 

NOT REGARD IT TO BE AS RELIABLE AS THAT DERIVED 

from Sense-perception ? — ( 2440 ) 


COMMENTARY 

ro ,..n V ! ly sh °' 1,d not reliability belong to the words that ■ Heaven does not 
irn the r0m « 6 P 6I ^ orn,ance the Agnihotra ’ » Because in both cases— 
does rpen ?f ? ^ eSe anc ^ 111 that of the Vedic declaration that Heaven 

, rora the performance of the Agnihotra ] — the character of not 
ns is equally present — (2440) 


The same non-difference between the 


two cases is further explained 
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TEXTS ( 2441 - 2442 ) 

Both oases aee equally ixmehemmsxt of thf \rp n or c 

TIVE Tvsnvnp. , x .„ T,re M rn OF A Cm 5 „1 <i| i. 

f «” =**-•» ™= c« »»» 

SUBLATIO-Y OB OCTAL WOCLD BL SCSPECTFO, O.Y THF «( s '„ " 

s “« ™» A «*« «** -IF thvt „r J/ 4 ," 

**“« 0F ” IE ' EDIC ' SSERTIf,S AESO, THE MJ,> SWtfiAN 

cacot be entirely abse-yt, it nottu be cownr 8( ,. osn 

5>ATOBAL THAT IT SHOULD BE THE Sot EOF op FALSE V W V._ 

( 244 i- 2442 ) 

COUMSXTARY 


The following might he urged — 44 It j«; posal>]» that at the tm»« tfc it ib 
human assertion is made, no defect may be found m it . bix. ns ,t f rmr 
a human source, the suspicion is nh\a\s there that it n»a\ h«» fab .. 4 

The same may be *»aid of the Vedn abo Hecnn«-e truthful"?** i* a* nntn~d 
to it ns falsity 

Hence there is no difference beta een the tno e,i-r- — |I 1 !! Jl U) 


It has been argued (by thp Mb»ffm*alo) under Tart 2111 thal— • utuf 
the Vedn is clearly bringing about the cognition of thine*, He i le " 

But the snmo maj be *nid in regard to the luunnn ns-. rtion nl « t«* th<> 
effect that ‘Heiwen does not result from the performance of the Aleut sen 
This is what is stated m the following ■ — 


TEXT (21 IS) 

While the Word (itrotis) is n . r ,\ m \ dbim.iv. tro, t thi < <».* iro>* 

OF THIXGS, SO IUG1IT-MTVDI P TIltVlY Mint til -1\ 

SHEER MALICE, TH IT IT F- hVinnr ( lM» lit M I 
r-vitfiiABif )— (2 M3) 


rawest M'.V 

The n.»=< rtion that ’ Ileiuen do-' n»! Ml'-" fr»te «■• 
the Anmhe'ra ' is /mmon— i < it • tn >»" m ' x ’ x ' 

e\en though elmrl> bringing obont the pnin»ti».i <>’ to * - ' 
n*> AfimSmmlai — this -hoidd not t«> m2 K 1 m ‘ ’ 
through sheer malice —Tin- 1* tie v, n'* et »h t ( 11 11 
meant bv this is that in th- molt. - of t 1. it . ■ • • *i- V » 

theuipncu tohnneilxui’i ’t-toteo l-Vn?' "!^ ! 

human W ord- Thus ,h. , •.)> »'f. of h-m-.t / nf * ' , 

pre-rut m both tier, ran Is- w> r> ' 

and not to the othHr. 


I"' r 1 

1 w - 
l ’ * 1 » 
,», * « 
t» ‘ * Vi 

t . 1 - t 

>*- f 
? ‘ 
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It cannot ba right to urge that — “ Defects being inherent m men, the 
falsity of their assertion is always suspected , which is not the case with 
superhuman assertions 

Because m the case of assertions not proceeding from man also, the 
suspicion is always likely that it may be bringing about false cognitions — 
(2443) 

The same idea is further explained — 


TEXT (2444). 

Thus in the matter of super-sensuotjs things, all words are of 

EQUAL STRENGTH AND WEAKNESS ; WHS THEN SHOULD YOU 
BE IN LOVE WITH ONLY ONE KIND OF THEM ? — (2444) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 All ’ — Human and Non-human 
1 One Kind ' — -The non-human — (2444) 

It has been argued by the Mimammla, rrnder Text 2113, — “ Even those 
who are hostile to the Veda do not assert any reason why it should not be a 
Means of Right Cognition, etc etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows * — 


TEXT (2445) 

The Principle just explained forms the reason why it is asserted 

BY THE WISE THAT THE VEDA CANNOT BE REGARDED AS A 

Means of Right Cognition. And in this they 
SAY WHAT IS PERFECTLY TRUE — (2445) 


COMMENTARY. 

'The Principle 3 ttsl explained ’—viz that ‘Words, dependent upon 

mer0 ,'L m ’ 03,1 tave no “separable connection with the real state of things ’ 
The wise -i e. the Buddhists 

^ ■^ Utll0r oi tlje BhSeya ( Shabara ) has declared as follows — “ The 
gm ion derived from the Vedic assertion is direct perception ; and no Inference 
n 61 " t, Whe “ xt 15 °PP° sed Perception ” (Stt 1. 1. 2) [ Translation , 

/, ° c a ^ 8m a “etter of fact it is the Vedic Injunction which is 
suhH C °i. known what is past, present and future, also what is 

, C ° r „ eD or remote and such like , this cannot be done by any organ 
-ease [Translation p 4 ] 

tlu ® discarded by what has been said above as all this is 

<1 "> applicable to human assertions also — (2445) 
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It has bean argued by the Mimamsaka, under 2114 that— “ When people 
who have been intent upon the study, the retention and the exposition of 
the Veda and in the performance of acts enjoined therein, have not been 
able to detect any grounds of falsity, how can they be detected by persons 
who have kept themselves aloof from it ? ” — 

Tlie answer to this is as follows . — 

i 

TEXTS (3446-2447) 

There is nothing strange in the fact that people, whose intelli- 
gence HAS BEEN DULLED BY THE CONSTANT CONTEMPLATION OF THE 

Veda, prompted by false attachment, have failed to 

DETECT THE SOURCES OF FALSITY (IN THE VEDA) THE 

Paranila people who are addicted to the practice 

DO NOT PERCEIVE ANYTHING WRONG IN THE 
REMARRIAGE OF THEIR MOTHERS — (2446-2447) 


COMMENTARY 


The compound is to be expounded as — ■* those who have been yndilrtn — 

dulled by the contemplation of the Veda which has been prompted by false 

attachment ' 

• Adhyana ’ is constant contemplation or pondenng.* 

On account of these, false attachment, etc they do not perceive the defect, 
even though ft os there As for example, the P&rasila people see nothing 
wrong in the marriage of them mothers So there is nothing strange m what 
has been urged by the Mimamsala (2446-2447) 


It has been argued by the ilfimaWa, " nder f^ 2117 
eternality and all-pervas.veness of the Word .8 established, etc etc 

The answer to this is as follows — 


“The 


TEXT (2448) 

- — 2M. = =“ ’ 

A TXfPV — (2448^ 


COMMENTARY 


— 

as w uat is * free from Conceptual 
Sense-perception has teen n0{ . free from Conceptual Content 

Content and not wrong , wordSj m th e form ‘ tins is tliat same 

as ,t always appears as associa envisages sameness between what 



“ THE REVEALED WOP.D 


1139 


be the same as that seen on the previous occasion, as there could be no 
notion o£ succession m what is not successive The effect is always ^ethmg 
that follows from, is bom of, somethmg else , when an effect toe. not come 
mto existence at a certain time,— if its cause is there in its efficient state, 
why should there be delay m the appearance of the effect ‘—Then a 8“ n * 
what is eternal does not stand m need of the help of anything , hence it is 
not possible for the delay to be due to the absence of that help- Hence the 
Cognitions that would proceed from the Eternal Source should ^appear 
simultaneously.— The argument may be formulated as follows .—When the 
efficient cause of a certain effect is present, that effect must appear at the 
tune ,— for example. Visual Perception, when the complete set of its causes 
is present , — the cognitions proceeding from all words, * Cow ’ and the rest, 
have the complete set of then efficient causes present at all times and under 
aU conditions hence this is a Reason based upon the nature of things — 
Consequently,— because it is wrong, and because it is associated with 
Conceptual Content, Recognition cannot be regarded as Perception ^ All 
this has been already explamed in course of the examination of the ‘ Per- 
manence of things '. — (2448) 

Even Recognition is not found to be present m the same form m all 
cases. — This is what is pomted out m the following — 


TEXTS (2449-2462) 

The idea that thebe appears in begabd to Wobd-Sottnds is 

FOUND TO BE MOSTLY DIVERGENT , AS IT IS OFTEN COGNISED IN 
SUCH POEMS AS * THIS IS SPOKEN BY THE PARROT ’ AND ‘ THIS OTHEB 

is spoken by the Skankd — If it is said that “ this is dub to 

THE DIVERSITY OF THE MANIFESTERS OF THE SOUNDS ”, — THEN, 
WE SHALL STATE THE SEASONS FOB REJECTING THIS IDEA OF THE 
‘ MANIFESTATION ’ (OF SOUNDS) On THIS GROUND ALONE, ALL 
THIS WOULD BE ONE AND THE SAME HENCE THEBE CAN BE NO 

mam fester, and no manifested Because when the thing is one 

AND INDIVISIBLE, THAT FACT PRECLUDES ALL NOTIONS OF DIVERSITY. — 

Further, thebe can be no determination, based upon Recogni- 
tion, that ‘ these words abe human ’ and ‘ those others are 
not uttered by men ’ — (2449-2452) 

COMMENTARY 

When certain word-sounds are uttered by birds, — like the Parrot, the 
Shankd and the like, — there is always the notion of diversity, as that 1 this 
is uttered by the Parrot’, ‘that by the Sh&nla’ and so forth; hence 
Recognition (Word -Sound) does not appear in all cases 

It might be argued that — “ this notion of diversity, in regard to the 
utterances of the Parrot, etc is due to the diversity among the manifesting 
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agencies” , — that is nothing, because the very idea of the ‘manifesting 
agency ’ is going to be discarded 

This is -what is said m the words — ‘ Soyam, etc, etc ' — * Soyam' stands 
for the divergent notion 

Then again, even if the diversity in the Word were held to be based 
upon the diversity in the manifested, — and not upon the Word itself, — 
then, there would be no confidence at all This is the contingency that 
is indicated in the words — 1 On this ground alone, etc. etc,' — ‘ all this ' — 1 e 
the entire universe. 

“ Let that be so , what then ’ ” 

Answer — 'Hence there can he, etc etc ' — There could be no ideas of 
difference, such as ‘ this is the tnantj ester ' and ' that the manifested', which 
is based upon diversity , — as there is no difference at all For example, 
* these words are human ' and ' those others, like Shanno d&vlh, etc. are not 
human — all such notions would not be possible for you who are so devoted 
to Recognition , as there is no distinction at all — (2449-2452) 

In the following Text, the MtmSmsala shows how there can be distinction 
between the common (secular) words and the Vedte words 

TEXT (2453) 

“ Some words are found always in one and the same order oi 

sequence, — the obdeb of THE mantj esters being HXBD ; these 
WORDS ARE HELD TO BE TlOt-human, APPEARING, AS 
THEY DO, ALWAYS IN THE SAME USED ORDER 
OF SEQUENCE ”—(2453) 


COMMENTARY. 

rigid,— there are certain ™ s ^ ahvays appearing m the same 

always found in th ® *® me ’ ’ onguJ it follows by implication 

order, they are ^ gard ^ ° S ”° e not lo Zi always in the same order- 
that those which are otherwise--- 3 e 

are human. — (2453) 

The above idea is rejected in the following - 
TEXT (2454) 

i, i JUTOT «**£. «“™” 

COMMENTARY. ^ 
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and this order m the mamfesters—i.e m the Palate and other speech-centres, 

js dependent upon the whim of man, and hence cannot be fixed ; as there 

can be no restraint on the whim of man Consequently, there is no reasonable 
ground for believing that in any set of words — ‘ Shanno devih, etc the 
order has been and is going to be always the same , hence it is just possible 
that the order may be otherwise also — (2454) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsata, in Text 2119, that — “ Even though 
the Flame is momentary, yet there is Recognition, etc. etc ” 

The answer to that is as follows . — 

TEXT (2455) 

The idea of any such ‘ Universal ’ as ‘ Fire ’ has been rejected 
in detail Hence the ‘ Universal ’ that is recognised 
cannot be eternal — (2455) 

COMMENTARY 

The Author next proceeds to show that all that has been said above 
applies to the ease of Letters also — 

TEXTS (2456-2457) 

Such Recognition is possible in the case of Letters also, which 

ARE PERISHABLE, — FOR THOSE WHO HOLD THAT THE UNIVERSAL 

oan be recognised That element wherein there appears 

THE NOTION OF DIFFERENCE, — LIKE SLOW, FAST AND SO 
FORTH, — IN REGARD TO THESE THEBE CAN BE NO 

recognition (?) — (2456-2457) . 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Universal ' — id the form of the 1 exclusion of others ’ — (2456-2457) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsala, under Text 2121, that — “ The 
notions of the individual Cow-word, though diverse, etc. etc." 

The answer to this is a= follows — 

TEXT (2458) 

In the Reasons that have been put forward in proof of the idea 

OF THE ONE-NESS OF THE WORD, — THERE IS NO INVARIABLE 

Concomitance possible , because they are not 
INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE CONTRARY — (2458) 

COMMENTARY. 

■f or pro ’' ln 6 the idea of the Word being one only, the Inferential Reasons 
that have been adduced are such that if a contrary conclusion is established. 
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there has not been shown any reason for sublatmg such a conclusion , 
consequently all those Reasons are Inconclusive — (2458) 

It has been argued by the Mimameala, under Text 2128, that — “ Every- 
thing that does this has been found to be permanent, like the universal 
aspect of Smoke, etc etc ” 

, The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2459) 

AS REGARDS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ASPECT OF SMOKE ’ . [LaOCNA IN 

the Text] . YOUR argument is ' superfluous ' — (2459) 

COMMENTARY 

What is spoken of as the ‘Inferential Indicative’ (Probans) is the 
< Universal which is only the Thing ns ‘ excluded from heterogeneous things 

an d tins is not eternal , consequently your Corroborative Instance is devoid 

of the Probandum ’ — (2459) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsala under Text 2131, that—" If the 
one-ness of the Jar, which is urged, etc etc. ” 

The answer to this is the same, in regard to Letters also 
Tins is what is pointed out in the following 


TEXTS (2460-2461) 

If the one-ness of the Letters <?«, ntc that is t ™ ^ Alr 
undesirable contingency, is in reference to ™ F e ^"* he 

ASPECT ’ THEN THE ARGUMENT IS SUPERFLUOUS , BECAUSE THE 
EXCLUSION OF THE UNLIKE ’ IS « POS- 
TULATED BY us AS ONE AND THE SAME IN ALL 1 
dividuals -If the Individuals themselves were 
urged to be one and the same, then the 
Reason would be 'inconclusive , 
because the multiplicity of THE 
individual Letter has been 
definitely recognised, in 
every use of them, by 
means of Sense- 

PERCEPTION , ETC 

— (2460-2461) 

* COMMENTARY 

. r„,rti (bv the Mimameala ) under Texts 

■telt— r* - the oue ness 

2121 el seq 
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, -Universal * in the shape of the ‘ exclusion of others then they are super- 
fluous, as proving what is already admitted by the other party ; as a matter 
of fact, on the basis of the single uniform notion that people have m 
regard to all Individuals, the one ‘ Universal in the shape of the ' exclusion 
of others ’, is admitted (by us) 

If, on the other hand, what is meant to be proved is the one-ness of the 
Individuals themselves, in the form of their Specific Individualities , then 
the Premiss would be one that is contrary to and annulled by Perception and 
Inference ; and this would make all the Reasons * Inconclusive , 

* By means of Sense -percept ion, etc. etc ' — ■* JLkga ' is pertaining to akga > 
sense-organ ‘ Etc. ’ includes Inference. The Plural number is m view of 
the large number of individual Perceptions and Inferences. — (2460-2461) 


Question . — ■“ How is the diversity of Individuals recognised by Sense- 
perception ’ ” 

Ansicer — 


TEXTS (2462-2464) 

D ivers ity is the form of ‘ agreeable ’ asd ‘ disagreeable ’ and so 

FORTH, IS DIRECTLY BERCEIVED , — THE DIVERSITY AMONG COGNITIONS 

IS COGNISED ON THE GROUND OF THEIR APPEARING IN SUCCESSION,— 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE VIRGIN — THE COGNITIONS OF THE INDIVIDUAL 

* CW-worus ’, affearing at different times and places, 

CANNOT ALL DENOTE ONE AND THE SAME OBJECT, — BECAUSE THEY 

ACTUALLY APPEAR AS DIVERSE, — LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF TASTE, 

Colour, etc — The diversity in the cognitions of the various 

notes (of Sound) in the shape of the ' Sadja ’ and the best is 

COGNISED BY PERCEPTION AS IS GOING TO BE EXPLAINED 

later on — (2462-2464) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Manojna ’ — pleasing to the mind, Agreeable ; — the contrary of this is 
■ amnnojiia Disagreeable 

Annulment by Inference is next shown — t The diversity among cognitions , 
etc. etc.'— The exact meaning of this will be made clear below, under the 
following Text. 

The Inference may be foimulated as follows . — Those Cognitions that 
appear as different cannot all envisage the same object, — e g. the cognitions 
envisaging Taste, Colour and so forth , — and the cognitions of the individual 
Coic-words ’ appearing at different times and places appear as different ; 
hence there is apprehension of the wider ' contrary ’. 

That the Reason here put forward is not ‘ inadmissible ’ is shown by the 
sentence — •* The diversity in the eoanUwns, etc etc. ’ — (2462-2464) 
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The Author supplies the proof for the statement just made (m 2462) 
regarding the fact that ‘ the diversity among Cogmtions is proved by their 
appearmg in succession, as in the case of the Virgin ’ — 


TEXT (2465) 

A IX THESE COGNITIONS OP THE ‘ COW-WOED tVHICH APPEARED YESTERDAY 
AND TO-DAY, CANNOT A IX ENVISAGE THE SAME OBJECT,— DIKE 
THE SUCCESSIVELY APPEARING COGNITIONS OP COLOUR 

and Odour, etc. — (2465) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be thus formulated — Those Cognitions that appear 
in succession do not envisage the same object, — e g the Cogmtions of Taste, 
Colour, etc appearing one after the other , — all these cogmtions of the ‘ Cow- 
words ’ that appeared yesterday and to-day have appeared m succession ; 
hence there is apprehension of the wider contrary — (2465) 

The following Text shows that neither of the Reasons just adduced by 
the Buddhist is ' Inconclusive ’ . — 


TEXT (2466) 

to IT WERE NOT SO, THEN ALL COGNITIONS WOULD HAVE ONE AND THE 

„« o„«c, .»»»*»»» «— 1 “ "* 

THEIR APPEARING IN SUCCESSION, WHEN THEJR BEER 

otbnt cause is there all the time 

—(2486) 


COMMENTARY- 


, ol the cognitions of Taste, Colour and so forth. 

• OS all cogmuom-^ e of th though appeanng diverselj- 

.-The possibility of all havi g question. 

. " 
‘ ln«mgrmty as regard " . — (2466) 

reason ‘ because they appear ® succession 

a bv the mrnamx**, under Text 2133, that-" « 

It has been argued etc etc ». 

rela tionsbip in question ^ 

The answer to that is as um 
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TEXTS (2467-2469) 

It has been explained before that even though there is diversity 

AMONG THINGS, YET THEY HAVE THE INHERENT CAPACITY OF BEING 
CONCEIVED AS ONE, WITH CERTAIN RESTRICTIONS — BUT EVEN 
WITH SUCH CONCEPTION, THERE CAN BE One-ntSS, ETC. OF THE 

word What the common man thinks is that there 

IS REPEATED USE OF ONE AND THE SAME WORD — 

THE RELATIONSHIP ALSO IS POSSIBLE WHEN 
SUBSISTING IN SEVERAL INDIVIDUALS, CON- 
SEQUENTLY EN ALL CASES, THERE IS 
A MULTIPLICITY OF WORDS, BUT 
THEY COME TO BE CON- 
CEIVED OF AS ONE — 

(2467-2469) 

COMMENTARY 

The meaning of this is easily understood — $467-2469) 

Question — “ Why is it said that it is the common man that thinks so ’ ” 
Answer — 


TEXTS (2470-2471) 

In REALITY, THERE CAN BE NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE WORD 
AND ITS MEANING , (a) BECAUSE THERE IS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
THEM,— AND (6) BECAUSE ONE IS NOT BORN FROM THE OTHER 
The RELATIONSHIP HAS ONLY BEEN IMPOSED BY PEOPLE 
UNDER AN ILLUSION — THAT THIS IS SO HAS BEEN 

explained in detail already In fact, the 

WHOLE POSITION OF THE WORD AND ITS 
MEANING IS HIGHLY COMPLICATED , AS 
THERE IS NO INVARIABLE CONCOMI- 
TANCE BETWEEN THEM 

(2470-2471) 


COMMENTARY 

-• slf** 01 "* thm ** * j5feren “ ’ ■-«"* precludes the relatmnsh.p of Ideniitv - 

T theS *’ thCTe " no other relationship possible. 
Word expression a defT t !0D!3}up ’ thece oan be n0 restriction regarding the 
gnnties — Eor these “eanmg if there c ere, there would be mcon- 

rnTninn most L the connectl ° n between the Word and its 

g - e regarded as imposed upon them : as lias been explained 
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before, in the section dealing with ‘ Apoha the * Exclusion, of others ’ — 
(2470-2471) 

Tiio Mlmamsaka's argument has been formulated under the Text 2135, 
in flic following words— 11 From this it follows that the Word is not-artifuml, 
and it never perishes, — because it has an eternal relationship with an eternal 
entity — like the AkSsha and the Atom ” 

In the following Text, it is pointed out that the Reason and the 
Corroborative Instance herein adduced are both 1 inadmissible ’ 


TEXT (2472) 

Any spoh eternal universal as 1 Cow ’ has been already rejected , 
the Relationship also is purely imaginary , the ‘ AkSsha ' 
and the ' Atom ’ also have been discarded Hence 
neither the Probans nor the Corrobora- 
tive Instance is sound — (2472) 

COMMENTARY 

' Any such eternal Universal, etc ' this asserts the fact of the eternal 
thing being ‘ inadmissible ’ 

* The Relationship also, etc ’—this asserts the ‘ inadmissibility ’ of the 

Reason * because there is relationship ’ 

‘ The Atom and the Akasha also have been discarded this asserts the 
■ inadmissibility ’ of the tw 0 Instances cited by the Mimumsala _ 

'Rejected', ' Discarded',— m course of the chapter on the ix 

Categories \ 

* No ’ — denies the Reason, etc 

‘ Tat ’ — Therefore , hence — (2472) 

It has been argued by the Mlmamsaka under Text 2136, that “Inasmuch 
as the Word envisages several Universale, etc etc 
The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (2473) 

v„„ „ ™ c';,r 

'“«.»» »»» 

the same poem — (2473) 

COMMENTARY 
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TEXT (2474) 

II? REALITY, THE THING IS MOMENTARY , HENCE EVEN FOR THAT TIME IT 
CANNOT REMAIN STATIONARY , HOW THEN CAN IT BE ADMITTED TO 
EXIST AT THE SUBSEQUENT TIME * — (2474) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimameaka under Text 2140, that — “ In 
the case of the Jar and other things, it is understood that they would become 
destroyed either through decay, etc etc ” 

The aiisu er to this is as follows . — 

TEXT (2475) 

IN THE CASE OF THE JaR AND OTHER THINGS ALSO, THERE IS NO CAUSE 
FOR THEIR DESTRUCTION, WHICH CAN BE CLEARLY POINTED OUT AS 
‘ THIS IS WHAT WILL DESTROY IT ’ , HOW, THEN, CAN ANY SUCH 
CAUSE BE POINTED OUT IN THE CASE OF THE Word ! (2475) 

COMMENTARY 

‘Tk* „ «** Will, clc etc ’ As explained in the chapter on the 
Permanent Character of Things’ , where it has been explained that there 
can be no cause for the destruction of things IVben m the ease of the Jar 
also there can be no cause for its destruetum,~how can there be any for 

^ '- Tb * ”™ » *• - — 

I nd r ed by thK iB that the Mimiimnla'a Reasoning is super- 
55^ the C0rr0b0rafa - ^ Dtsavmbmty is ‘madmTssX 

It has been argued by the Afttnamacla, m Text 2141 that 

^Th * 10U ® 1 there are differences of Place, Time, etc, etc” ’ 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXTS (2476-2478) 

— — 

Time and Persons ^ (tS wH 

PEAR nr THE SHAPE OF THF mm™ . ’ 5HB VA3n *nOSS AP- 

Panchama and so forth —the C 1 ' 0TES ’ Rsublm, Oandhara, 
“ ™ 

THIS DIVERSITY CANNOT Up ™ CLEARLY DISTINCT — ALL 

IN THE ‘ MaNIFESTER ’ TBA.T ^ *° DIVEKSI ^ 

» THE case OF eternal ^ BE N0 ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ 

ON -(2476-2478) K G01KG T0 M explained later 

COMMENTARY 

Phis is quite easy —(2476-2478) 
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It has been argued by the Mimameala, under Text 2143, that “ The 

Individual Letter ‘ Ga ' has no existence apart from the substratum of the 
Universal ‘ Ga etc etc " 

This argument is open to the charge of being superfluous ' — this is 
what is shown m the following — 

TEXT (2479) 

The Universal ‘ Ga ’ is not held to be something real, distinct 

FROM THE LETTER ‘ GA ’ , HENCE THE CHARGE OP ‘ PtTOLITi' ’ 

IS IRRESISTIBLE, AS AGAINST THE Mm&mSala'S 
REASONING —(2479) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Isyaii ‘ is held ’ , this is to be construed « ith the na ’ following 
m the second lme — (2479) 


TEXTS (2480-2481) 

If IT BE URGED THAT WHAT IS SOUGHT TO BE PROVED (BY THE 
Mmamsaka's argument) is that it is not the substratum op the 
Universal ‘ Ga which is op the nature of the ‘ exclusion 

OF OTHERS V— THAT CANNOT BE RIGHT , AS THAT WILL 
INVOLVE THE FALLACY OF THE BASIS OF THE EeA- 
SON BEING ‘ INADMISSIBLE ’ —INASMUCH AS THE 
LETTER ‘ GA 1 IS NOTHING APART FROM * THE 
EXCLUSION OF THE Noil-ga TO WHICH 
OBJECT WOULD THE CHARACTER OF 
> BEING not apprehended by 
any cognition other than 

THAT OF Ga f BELONG^— 

(2480-2481) 


COMMENTARY 

( nfS ttflint is meant to be proved bi tbe 

The following might be urg t tllc substratum of tlmfc 

srissr- Hr sisr sms* 
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which is thus done through the denial of other exclusions of unlike things 
Consequently there being no such object whtch could form the subject of the 
argument, — to whom could the Reason, — m the form ‘ because it is not appre- 
hended by any cognition other than that of Ga ’ — belong ‘‘ To nothing at 
all— (2480-2481) 


As regards the Corroborative Instance cited by the MimamsaLa, in Text 
2143, — ‘ like the Universal Ga postulated by the other party — that also is 
one of which the very basic object is not admissible This is what is 
shown m the following — 


TEXT (2482) 

Every eight Inference requires such Corroborative Instance, 

ETC, AS ARE ADMITTED BY BOTH PARTIES IN THE CASE OP THE 

Inference in question however, the objective 
basis (op the Reason) is not so admitted 
—(2482) 

COMMENTARY 

' Instance, etc ' — The ‘etc’ is meant to include the Reason (Probans) 
and other factors —(2482) 

Further, even when the first party does not state it m so many words, 
that is regarded as to be proved which he has in mmd ; and as a matter of 
fact, it is not merely the XJnivexsal ‘ Ga ’ which you have in your mind as to 
be proved , what you really desire is to prove, through this Universal, the 
one-ness of the letter ' G a' , and it has been already shown before that 
such a Proposition as the latter is annulled by Perception and other Means 
of Cognition 

This is what is shown m the following . — 


TEXT (2483) 

Ali this ATTEMPT OF YOURS IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVING THE ONE- 
NESS OF THE LETTER ‘ Ga ’ , AND THIS IS CLEARLY AND UNDENI- 
ABLY ANNULLED BY PERCEPTION, AS ALREADY EXPLAINED 
TO YOU — (2483) 

COMMENTARY 

t Btlctnpt ’ — at denying the substratum of the Universal * Ga ’ 

Annulled by Perception ' — The particle ‘ cka ' includes * annulment by 
inference ’ also 

‘Explained ’—under the Text 2462 et seg — (2483) 
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It has been argued by the Ml mamsala, under Text 2145 that •• tk 

“>• ft U» W «W*J * both „St“ “■ 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2484-2485) 

All these cognitions of the letter ‘ Ga ’ which appeared yesterday 

AND TODAY ETC APPEARING IN SUCCESSION, CANNOT ENVISAGE ONE 
AND THE SAME THING, — LIRE THE COGNITIONS OF TASTE, COLOUR, 

etc — -Thus the ‘one letter’ is not something ‘ad- 
mitted BY BOTH PARTIES ’ HENCE THE ‘ ETERNAIATY ’ 

THAT HAS BEEN ASSUMED APPERTAINS TO THE 
POSTULATED ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHERS ’ 

—(2484-2485) 

COMMENTARY 

The term ‘ ndila ' is construed here also, with the endings changed 
Thus then, on account of the diversity of Words being annulled by 
Perception and Inference, there is no single entity m the shape of the ‘ Letter ’ , 
hence the ciemulity that has been assumed can only belong to the assumed 
* exclusion of others — the idea of one-ness being due to the similarity of 
the conception — (2484-2485) 

It has been argued by the Mimarneala, under Text 2148, that— When 
the Word -Sound is cognised by the Ear, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2486-2487) 


At THE TIME THAT THE WORD-SOUND IS HEARD, THERE IS NO PERCEPTION 
OF THE AlB-CURRENTS REACHING THE Ear AND EMBELLISHING THE 

Auditory organ When the Sound is cognised through 
the Ear as embellished by the pitch —there is idea 
of the Pitch as related to that Sound , and this 

IDEA IS CLEARLY ANNULLED BY DIRECT PERCEPTION 

—(2486-2487) 


COMMEKTABY 
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justification for saying that * the Auditoiy organ is embellished by the - 
Pitch ’ As a matter of fact, however, no such Air-currents are known , 
hence there is the idea of the Pitch only as related to the Sound and that 
this idea is perceptional is entirely fanciful — (2486-2487) 

It has been argued by the Mimamaaka, under Text 2150, that — “ Those 
who have their minds perverted by the disorders of Bile perceive the Sweet 
as Bitter, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2488) 

JtJST AS THE NOTION OF ‘ BITTERNESS ’ WITH REGARD TO WHAT IS 
‘ SWEET ’, AND OP ‘ YELLOW ’ WITH REGARD TO WHAT IS ‘ WHITE 
IS WITHOUT AN OBJECTIVE BASIS, — OP THE SAME 
KIND WOULD THE NOTION OP THE WORD - 

Sound also be — (2488) 

COMMENTARY 

This also sets aside the idea that 1 the cognition of the Word-Sound is 
due to that , Because the Cognition which has no shape cannot have any- 
thing else for its object , otherwise there would be incongruities — (2488) 


The following might be urged—" Even if the Word-sound is not the 
objective of the Cognition, why should the cognition be baseless (without 
an object) i ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2489) 

Under the variations of 'past’, ‘ middling ’ and 'slow’,-the 
Word-Sound itself does not appear as different Under 

THE CIRCUMSTANCES, WHEN THE COGNITION ENVISAGES 
SOMETHING IN A FORM THAT DOES NOT BELONG 
TO IT, — WHY SHOULD NOT THIS 

cognition be objectless * 

—(2489) 


COMMENTARY 


, , Cog ™ tlon that appears is in the form of * fast ’, ‘ medium ’ 

SOU , and the Word-Sound cannot have the ‘fast’ and other forms; 
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This is true , but -when we assert that Cognition is objectless, we do so, 
on accepting the view that Cognition is formless One who holds Cognitions 
to ba formless has got to provide an answer to the question that has been 
raised 

Even under the view that the form resides in the Cognition, the appre- 
hension of the Object is explained on the basis of the idea that what is actually- 
apprehended is that form of the Cognition which bears the imprint of the 
form of the Object In the case of wrong Cognition there is no apprehension 
of the form of Cogmtion bearing the imprint of the Object , hence the Cogmtion 
is clearly objectless Apart from being with form and being without form, 
there is no other alternative possible, m regard to the apprehension of things. 
Hence it fallows that all Cogmtion, which is wrong, is objectless — (2490- 
2493) 


The following Text shows that m the case in question there is no cause 
for mistake (wrong Cogmtion) — 


TEXT (2494) 

It cannot be right that there should be a ‘ Manifests® — 

SPECIALLY FOR WHAT IS ETERNAL, IN ACCORDANCE WITH ITS EM- 

BELLISHMENTS (AND MODIFICATIONS) , CONSEQUENTLY THERE 
CANNOT BE DIVERSE COGNITIONS IN REGARD TO THE WORD- 

Sound — (2494) 

COMMENTARY 

In regard to ‘ Dhvani ' — i e Word-Sound, — the diversity of the mamf ester 
is said to be the cause of the illusion that there is diversity m the sound 
also But for anything that is eternal, there can be no ‘ mamfester ’ , as 
m regard to eternal things, there is nothing that the Mamfester can do ; 
and unless it does something to it, it cannot be its ‘ Mamfester • ; if it were, 
there would be an absurdity , and anything could be the ‘ Mamfester * of 
anything 

For these reasons it cannot be right to hold that diverse Cognitions 
regarding the Word-Sound are due to the embellishments of the manifesto. 


It has been argued by the MimSmsala under Text 2170, that—" Just 
as e mp is regarded as the mamfester of the Jar, through the aid that 
it affords to the Eye, etc etc.” 

In the first of the following texts, the Author explains the opponent’s 
posi ion, and in the remaining texts, he sets forth the objections to it • 
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TEXTS (2495-2499) 

“ Just as the Lamp restricts the potency of the Eye to the per- 
ception of the Jar, — so will the Articulation restrict the 
potency of the Auditory orcan to the apprehension of the 
Sound Ir, as it stands by itself, the Sound is capable of 
being apprehended by the Auditory organ, — then why is rr 
not apprfhended, while the Auditory organ is not embellish- 
ed *— When its efficient cause is there, the Apprehension 

5IUST TOLLOW ; AND THIS CONDITION IS PRESENT AT THE TTJIE OF 
THE EMBELLISHMENT OF THE AUDITORY ORGAN — If, ON THE OTHER 

hand, the Sound is not capable of being apprehended, how 

COULD IT BECOME APPREHENDED EVEN AT A LATER TIME ’ If THE 
APPREHENSION is there, then what is apprehended must be 
some other Sound which has the requisite capacity —If then, 
even at a later time, there is no cognition (apprehension) 
of THE Word-Sound due to its own inherent capacity, — 
then it is for this reason that it is asserted that it is pro- 
duced BY THE EMBELLISHED AUDITORY ORGAN AND OTHER AGENCIES 
—(2495-2499) 

COMMENTARY 


It raov be that the Auditory Organ ib embellished , but what y°'>bs™ 
to explain is-Whether or not the Word-Sound, by .ts very nature, 

-cits? st rnr S5SU- - — - 
-r:: isits -v«. * * * ■ 

' Tasya ’—of the Word-Sound Tat ,ts cause is 

d0fic 2 r ’Tna mJS « - ^ - * ~ Wh “ 0f 

-tsscss*: -—ittsss'- 

££ '-i*— «- " « 

bo useless . as follows -When one thing does 

This argument may ** nmwhso h it was not able to produce a particular 
not deviate from the conditions whic {Qr ingt8noe , the Aodm’x.-se^ 

effect, it cannot produce that «■***» even on the embelhshment of the 
not produce the Paddy- fiproat, the incapacity to 

ZSSXgsSsssztttt 

woi-'IHhe apprehension is there, etc etc 
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' Yogyatayogl ' — that which has connection with the capacity — (2495- 
2499) 

Says the Opponent — “ If the Word-Sound were held to be a cause of the 
production of the Cognition, then there might be some room for raising 
the question as to its being capable or not capable , — as it is, however, what is 
held to be the cause of the Cognition of the Word-Sound is the embellished 
Auditory Organ — and not the Sound ; hence there is no room for the objec- 
tions that have been urged ” 

The Author attacks the view directly and refutes it m the following — 


TEXT (2500) 

Ik this way the Word-Sound would be uncognisable , as it would 

KOT BE OF AKY USE IK ITS OWK COGNITION, AND, ON THAT 
ACCOUNT, IT WOULD NOT BE DIFFERENT FROM TaSTE 
AND OTHER THINGS (SO FAR AS HAVING NO 
BEARING ON THE SAID COGNITION IS 
CONCERNED) — (2500) 


COMMESTTARY 

In this way, like Taste, etc , the Word-Sound also would have no bearing 
upon its Cognition, and this would mean that it is not cognisable by that 
Cognition. 

This argument may be formulated as follows — When a certain thing 
has no beanng upon a Cognition, it cannot be cognised by that Cognition ; — 
eg Taste, etc in regard to Auditory Cognition, — the Word-Sound has no 
eanng upon the Cognition of that Sound , — hence there is apprehension of 
something contrarv to the wider condition 

The reason here adduced is not 1 Inconclusive ’ , because, if what has 
no beanng upon a Cognition were eogmsed by that Cognition,— there would 

no restnct i°n at all, and Taste might also become cognisable by Auditory 
Cognition — (2500) 

° PP0Ilent ~ “ The cause of the Cognition itself would serve to 
c Its scope, and there would be no such absurd contingencies as have 
a indicated Because it is the cognition of the Word-Sound— and not that 
as e, etc which is actually found to come about from the causal factors 
P^anng immediately after the embellishment of the Auditory Organ,— 
WoJmL causal factors is so restricted. — Even if the 

. ^ Were neces sanly regarded as the cause (of its own cognition), 

beca reS ^ 1C ^ 1 ° n ou efficiency of the cause will have to be admitted , 
of thef P 1 e question is raised— 4 when all things are equally the cause 
is of th °® mtum * *k en > why is it that the cognition of sound that is produced 
e na ure of the apprehension of sound only, not of the apprehension 
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of ijic Auditory or nan *> *, fi,„ 

Of the Causal factom is '* £he rfficirac >- 

eluaveness > against Ms rLlon'— 116 AUth ° r ansve ™ the <*“ge of ‘loco,, 


TEXT (2501) 

to may be taken (foh granted) that the Cor™™ «. 

” »* “ ZSZZZZT 

THE embellished Auditory Organ Erc , SP0SEt 0F ” 
INDEPENDENTLY OF THE WoRD-SoUND ITSELF -(2501 ) ’ 


COMMENTARY 

/tor f ht’TT '7 * may ** taken ~ th,s meacs tl,at It may be token for granted 

££££ 

‘f* f* Organ , etc.'~Tho ‘etc’ includes the 

immediately following causal factors — (2501) 


Even if the Word-Sound is not the cause of the Cognition of it, there 
are incongruities For instance, there are two alternatives possible- Js the 
Word-Sound endowed with the nature of being apprehended by its Cogni- 
tion or not ’ — If it is, then there is the following discrepancy 


TEXTS (2502-2504) 

This Word-Sound being of the nature of what is apprehended by 
its Cognition, — is whatsoever form it continues to exist [and 
it exists for all time, ex hypoflim] as ‘ Word-Sound — the said 
Cognition also will have to continue along with it,— undeii 
your theory [by which apprehensibility by that Cognition forms 
the very nature of the Word-Sound] , — otherwise it could 

NOT BE CONTINUING ALONG WITH THE COGNITION AND BY THAT 

same Cognition would that Word-Sound be apprehended , — 

THIS WOULD CERTAINLY INVOLVE THE WORST INCONGRUITY FOR YOU 

One is of the nature of the Cognition, and the other is of the 
nature of the Cognised , and the two are therefore tied ur 

TOGETHER AS BY a CHAIN , CONSEQUENTLY WHENEVER THE ONF IS 
THER E THE OTHER MUST BE THERE ALSO, WITHOUT FAIL— (2502- 

2504) 

COMMENTARY 

If the Word-Sound is of the nature of being apprehended by He Cogni- 
tion then, like the Word, its Cognition also should he eternal. CMdmg 
at all times . because the nature of apprehensibiht} by it continues /oral! 



“THE REVEALED WORD 


1167 


time (in the Word) For example, when the character of holding the stick 
belongs to Devadatta, it is not possible that the stick should not continue 
as long as Devadatta is there 

‘ Tied up together as by a chain ’ — ‘ Hi ’ stands for because The sense 
thus is as follows — Because the nature of being cognised and the nature of 
being Cognition are tied together as by a chain, — therefore it becomes 
established that whenever the one is present, the other also has to be 
present, — without fail — (2502-2504) 

Question — “ Let that be so , what is the harm * ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (2606) 

In that case, it would mean that the Word-Sound, which continues 

TO BE INSEPARABLY RELATED TO THE COGNITION PRODUCIBLE OF THE 

Embellished Auditory Organ, would be clearly present 

EVEN WHEN THE AUDITORY ORGAN ms NOT BEEN 
EMBELLISHED — (2605) 

COMMENTARY 

After the compound ending with ‘ Sambaddha the phrase * Shabdah 
anumrtate * is understood 

Thus then, because the Word connected with the Cognition producible 
by the Embellished Organ continues for all time,— therefore it follows that 
even for the man whose Auditory Organ has not been embellished, the said 
Cognition would be there , so that there would be no use for the Embellish- 
ment of the Auditory Organ — (2505) 

The second alternative [noted in the Introduction to Text 2502, that 
by its very nature, the Word-Sound is not endowed with the character of 
eing apprehended by its Cognition ’ ] also is open to the following objection — 

TEXT (2606) 

If the Word-Sound is not of the nature of being apprehended 
by its Cognition, then, in that case, it would be on the same 
footing as Taste and other things, which also are not of 
the NATURE OF BEING APPREHENDED BY THE COGNITION OF 
Word-Sound , and in that case, Auditory Per- 

CEPTION WOULD NOT BE THE COGNITION of 

Sound — (2506) 

COMMENTARY 
This is easily understood — (2506) 

the r'L th : S hSS been sald a{ter Emitting (for the sake of argument) that 
gmtion, which is not helped by the Word-Sound, is of the nature 
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TEXTS (2507-2509). 

What is the relation between the Cognition and the Word- 

SOUND, OS THE BASIS OF ■WHICH THE COGNITION IS HELD TO BE Of 
XH3 NATURE OF THE APPREHENSION OF THAT SoCSD >— THIS 
SEEAHOS CASSOT BE THAT OF iDESTttT, BECAUSE THE TITO ARE 

ceeahly DIFEEHEST. Nob is the ose pbodtced from the other . 
BECAESE THE WOBD-SOOU IS (ex ht/pofhtsi) HOT PRODUCED . ASD 
IF IT WERE PRODUCED, THUS FT WOTLD APPEAR XT AXE HUES ; ASD 
HENCE TEE COGNITION OF THAT SOUND WOULD EITHER BE PRO- 
DUCED AT ALL TUIES — OB IT WOULD SOT BE PRODUCED AT ALL 

Scot being the usdesesabee state of things, the assumphox 
of the ' Embellishment of the Auditory Obgax " is entirely 
futile — (2507-2509) 


COMMENTARY. 

Thera are only two kinds of relationship among things— the relation of 
Identify and the relation of Cause and Effect ; in no third form can any 
help be rendered ; and there can be no relationship between things which 
do not render some help to one another : otherwise there would be incon- 
ertti ties.— Neither of these two relationships is possible between tba, Word- 
Sound and Its Cognition,- and m the absence of such a relationship how could 
the Cognition be of the nature of the apprehension ot the Mord sound 

H it did. there would be incongruities- . 

It might be urged that-" When the Cognition is produced, it is in the 
form of the Word-Sound, and it is on the basis of this that the Cognmon is 
held to be of the nature of the comprehension of the Sound,-cven though 

- * -* “ i r ", 

r, S ,o b, „ "- S ^.»SS5 

no means of knowing i* 4bs idea It coaI(J not be known hi 

££££ U0t regarded as productive of effects 



“the revealed word 


1159 




The following might he urged-" Even for one who holds the view that 
Cognitions have forms, and the Object is product™ of the Cognition the 
Ob^t would be always imperceptible , how then can it be known that the 

Coerution has the form of the Object * 

^Tri», hut the way m which it is known is this-From the presence 
of the Effect it is deduced that there is a Cause for it , and the idea that 
Cognition serves to differentiate the Blue and other forms, is got at from 
Jutae and negative concomitance For instance, the Eye, the Light, and 
the Mind-functioning being common to all Visual Cognitions, the difference 
among the Cognitions of the Blue and others cannot he due to these, hence 
the impUcatum is that there is some other Cause for it,— this implication 
being derived from the negative premiss just indicated, and hence it is 
concluded that the said difference must be due to this other Cause And 
on the basis of tins it is asserted that the form having been brought about 
by that, it is this form that is apprehended by the Cognition But even this 
way is not available for you , because you do not regard the Word-Sound 
to be a Cause at all 

The following might be urged— “ The Eye and the other factors are 
themselves imperceptible , how is it known that these are present in all 
Visual Perceptions * ” 

All this is quite true, when we are discussing the doctrine of Idealism 
The Idealist holds that the peculiarities of every Cognition are all due to the 
immediately preceding subjective causal factors,— as m the case of- Dreams; 
and he does not regard them as due to any external or objective conditions 
— But all that is being said on the present occasion is on the understanding 
that the External Object does exist If it were not so, then the first point 
to be urged would be— how can the External Object be proved by the Effect ’ 
All that could be proved would be the presence of the Cause, not of anything 
external, objective; because it is quite possible that the said Cause may be 
something infernal, subjective, — as in the case of Dreams — Enough of this ! 

Even if the idea of the Word-Sound being productive is accepted, — the 
incongruity remains , — this is what is shown by the words — ' If it were 
produced, it uould be produced at all times, etc etc ’ — ‘ S3 ’ stands for the 
production 

The argument is summed up m the words — ‘ Hence the Cognition of that 
Sound, etc etc ’ 

1 Or it would not be produced at all ’, — under the view that Sound is not 
productive 

‘ Undesirable state of things ’ — that the Cognition must be either always 
present, or always absent — (2507-2509) 


Hitherto the Author has admitted (for the sake of argument) that there 
is Embellishment of the Auditory Organ ; — and then proceeded to consider 
whether or not the Object is the productive Cause of the Cognition, — which 
consideration has led to the conclusion that the Embellishment of the 
Auditory Organ is absolutely useless — He now proceeds to show that the 
Embellishment itself of the Auditory Organ is not possible : — 
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TEXTS (2510-2512) 


Cognition would be possible only if the Embellishment were 
occasional , the idea of the ' Embellishment ’ -would be accept- 
able only if it were occasional The idea of ‘ Embellish- 
ment which is a kind of Potency, is derived from the effect 

IN THE FORM OF THE COGNITION NOW THIS COGNITION MAY 
EITHER APPEAR AT ALL TIMES, OR NOT APPEAR AT ALL How THEN 
COULD IT INDICATE THE OCCOSlOml EMBELLISHMENT (OF THE 

Auditor? Organ) * Hence the explanation based upon the 
‘ Embellishment of the Auditory Organ ’ has not been sound — 
(2510-2512) 


COMMENTARY 


Coomtion (IS the effect of Embellishment could he occasional only if the 
Embellishment were occasional , otherwise if the Cause m its effice.it state 
were them always, why should its effect be occasional f As a matter of 
fact however, the Embellishment is not occasional ,-th.s is what .s shown 
m the words—' The idea 0 / the Embellishment is denied, sic. elc. —That to 
m tii0 ™ , „ Auditory Organ, deduced from the coming 

be anything different from it , as m the tetter « ^ n0 sort 0 , 

would not bo the Cause of ^-^ ^Thc PotenS woffid he there, the 
relationship can be known, u tbe Cogju t.on .s not there, then 

resultant Cognition should also he there # ^ o{ this> the Cogmtion 

it could never follow from that Pofo y , ^ how could the occasional 

could not be occasional Under thee , of the Auditory 

Cogmtion indicate the Potency f2510 _ 251 2) 

Organ ’ J It could never indicate it ( 


s “ fo is not an inherent Potency that is 
The following might purged Q ony what happens is that it 


° ftt Tho"r to this is as follows- 
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TEXT (2513) 

The Potency that is produced is the Auditory Organ, — if it is 

SOMETHING NOT DIFFERENT PROM THE ORGAN ITSELF,— THEN 
THAT DOES AWAY WITH THE ETERNALITY OF THE Akasha 

or of Space , as it would be something 
PRODUCED — (2513) 


COMMENTARY 


The Potency that is produced in the Auditory Organ — (1) is it of the 
nature of the Organ itself * — or (2) is it something different from it ’ — or 
(3) is it different-non-different ? — These are the three alternatives possible 
Under the Brat alternative, like the Potency itself, the Auditory Organ — 
whether it consists of Akasha or of Space, — also becomes non-eternal ; — why * 
— * as if would be something produced ’ ;• — i e because it is produced 

It might be argued that— “ The new held is not that the Auditory Organ 
is non-difierent from the Potency , but that the Potency is now-different from 
the Auditory Organ 

Now, just look at this working of sheer blindness ' When the nature 
of one thing is tied up with that of the other, how can this latter be far 
removed from it at the same time ’ Because ' non-difference ’ between 
two things consists in the fusion of the natures of both into one WiuJe 
the Milk remains at a distance from the Water, it does not become mingled 
with It ! hence the explanation suggested is futile —(2513) 


The following Text shows that even if it be as suggested, the 
open to objection — 


view remains 


KE tihng mKLF 1 vcL 01 A Ta ™ 5 ’ BEING sot-dihferent fkom the 
be COG^T ETEK!CAL ’ consequently there WOULD 
BE Cognition of things at all times -(2514) 

COMMENTARY 

eternal, as^is^non-dfferent foom it^ &1S ° Eh ° U ’ d be 

to which the said view ,s open -(2514) ^ ^ ”* ^ addltlonal Ejection 

ggei £ the second alternative 
Auditory Organ is d^er ew from that the Potency imparted to the 
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TEXT ( 2515 ) 

If the Potency is something different from the Auditory Organ- 
then THERE CAN BE NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO — -FURT HER , 
the Auditory Organ cannot be an active agent (is the 
bringing about of the Cognition), as tee Cognition 
would be brought about by the Potency — (2515) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Potency be held to be something different from the thing (the 
Auditory Organ), — then there cou/d be no such relationship as 'this is 
the Potency of that ’ , because what does not derive any benefit from another 
tiling cannot be dependent upon this latter And as a matter of fact, the 
Auditory Organ does not benefit the Potency, because what has been held 
to render help to the Potency is only the manifesting agencv in the shape of 
Articulation — If the Auditorv Organ be regarded as helping the Potency , 
then that Potency (of the Auditory Organ), which would help the Potency, 
would be something different from the Auditorr Organ , and so on and on, 
there would be an Infinite Regress And in this way, as the Potencies them- 
selves would accomplish all that is necessary the effect (m the shape of the 
Cognition) would follow from the Potency, and the Auditory Organ would 
not he an active agent in bringing it about ; and this would render it liable 
to be regarded as a no?i -entity 

If (m order to escape from the Infinite Regress) it be held that the Potency 
that helps the Potency is not anything different (from the Auditory Organ), 
-—then why should there be any hostility against the first Potency itself 
Then again, there would be the contingency of the Potency being pro- 
duced constantly , as its Cause, in the shape of the Auditor! Organ, is eternal , 
and what does not derive any benefit from anything else could not be 
dependent upon auxiliaries — (2535) 


The Author now takes up the third alternative (suggested . n the Com 
mentary on Text 2513, -that 1 the Potency is digerent-non-different from 
the Auditory Organ) — 


TEXT (2516) 

The other alternative also— under which there is 

Difference nor Xon-diffehence-has already hek^r- 
thrown.— Thus when the • Embeliassmenx of the Auditors 
Organ’ is put forward as the ex ma > a ”_’ . 
be due to the fact of the person ^grounding it 
being not ‘embellished’ (cultured)— (.016) 


COMJIEXTAKY > 
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denied For instance, ‘Difference’ and ‘ Non-difference ’ are mutually 
exclusive , and the presence of one is always characterised by the absence 
of the other , when between two things — e g ‘ Existence ’ and ‘ Non-existence ’ 
— the nature of one cannot be affirmed without the denial of the other, that is, 
it can exist only when the other is absent , — and when two things are mutually 
exclusive, the absence of one implying the presence of the other and vice 
versa — the affirmation of one must be concomitant with the denial of the 
other Consequently when the ‘ Difference ’ (of the Potency from the 
Organ) is denied, it implies the affirmation of Sameness (Non-difference) ; and 
it cannot be right to deny this latter also at the same time ; because in that 
case there may be affirmation of Difference also — Such are the objections 
that mav be pointed out against the view that there is difference-non- 
difference (between the Potency and the Auditory Organ) — (2516) 


TEXTS (2517-2518) 


By these same arguments may be rejected the view that there is 
Embellishment of the Object and of both — From at.t. this it 

FOLLOWS THAT THERE CAN BE NO ROOM FOR THE VIEW THAT 

there is ' manifestation ’ OF what is eternal And from 

THIS IT ALSO FOLLOWS THAT THERE CAN BE NO ROOM FOR 
ANY DISTINCTIONS THAT ARE MADE ON THE BASIS 
OF SUCH ‘ MANIFESTATION — SUCH DISTINC- 
TIONS AS THOSE OF ‘ LONG ‘ SHORT 
‘ ORDER OF SEQUENCE ’ AND SO 

FORTH —(2517-2518) 

COMMENTARY 


By these same arguments ’ — i e by putting forward the alternatives 
regarding the capacity or otherwise to produce Cognitions 
( From all this, etc etc ’ — This sums up the argument. 

, rr ,.° r f er sc 9 ue nce, etc ’ — * Etc ’ is meant to include the ultra-long, the 
Udatta ’ accent and so forth — (2517-2518) 


4 k as heen argued by the Mlmamsaka, under Text 2174, that — “ There 
Audit ^ mB ^ e °^ e accolc ^ n S t0 whom the Word-Sound is apprehended by the 
on- Organ, when it is produced but not m actual contact with that 
Organ, etc etc ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 
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TEXT (2519) 

Even when the ' absence of contact ’ is equally present in m. 
cases, the Cognition or all things does not come about, 

BECAUSE THE CAPACITY OF THINGS IS ALWAYS RESTRICTED , 

AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE IRON BEING ATTRACTED 

by the Magnet— (2519) 

COMMENTARY 

Though there is ‘absence of contact’ in afl things, jet there is no 
possibility of the apprehension of the antecedent object, because the capacity 
of things is always restricted , for instance the piece of substance called 
‘ Magnet ’ draws to itself the piece of Iron (which is not in contact with it); 
and yet it does not draw all other things which also are not in contact with 
it —(2519) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates and answers the objection 
that has been taken by Shnnlarasvamm against the admissibility of the 
instance of the ‘Magnet’ just cited — 


TEXT (2520). 

IF IT BE URGED THAT— ‘‘THEBE IS ATTRACTION BY THE MAGNET ON 
ACCOUNT OF THE CONTACT (OF TRIE IBON) WITH THE LIGHT 
EMANATING FROM THE MAGNET ”, — THEN THE ANSWER 
IS THAT, AS NO SUCH LIGHT IS VISIBLE, HOW IS 
XT KNOWN THAT IT EXISTS ? — (2520) 

COMMENTARY 

Shanharosvamm has argued as follows — ^ Light vs 

the attraction of the Iron is due to * ^" h en therewouM be 

emanating from the Magnet ; for, i » w {h ’ h the Light emanating 

attraction of all Iron-pieces m the wor mameT o{ the Light emanating 

from the Magnet is not perceived js attractson 

r — — - 

aWl ?h?Sr to this 

«„ | visible ’ denies the propmrtyof the Light 

of its non-apprehension —(2520) 

As regards the Seductio ad ^^“^"‘^Tt’heworid ” -the 
- there would he attraction of all the Iron pie 

to that is as follows — 
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TEXT (2521) 

Why is it that the said Light does not attract pieces op wood 

AND OTHER THINGS WHICH COME INTO CONTACT WITH IT ? — IF IT IS 
SAID THAT “it DOES NOT DO SO BECAUSE ITS CAPACITY IS 
RESTRICTED ”, — THEN THE SAME MAY BE SAID REGARDING 
THE CASE OF f NON-CONTACT ’ ALSO — (2521) 

COMMENTARY 

The same contingency is equally possible under the view that there is 
actual contaet — Why is it that the Light emanating from the Magnet does 
not attract all those things, wood-pieces and the like, that happen to be 
in contact with it ’ 

If the answer is 'that — “The said contmgency does not arise as the 
capacity of things is restricted ”, — then the same may be said under the 
view that there is no contact in such cases , who has deprived things of their 
capacity, — by virtue of which the same is not admitted in this case t 

Hence it follows that the assumption of the invisible rays of Light 
is futile — (2521) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsala, under Text 2175, that — “ Tor 
them, the absence of contact being equally present m the case of distant and 
near sounds, the apprehension and non-apprehension by people far and near 
would be equally possible, and there could he no order of sequence ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (2522) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE APPREHENSION BY MEN FAR, MIDWAY AND 
NEAR IS NOT IN ANY ORDER OF SEQUENCE AT AIL , AS IN AIL 

cases the Cognition is produced immediately 

AFTER THE USE (UTTERANCE OF THE WORD- 

SOUND) — (2522) 

COMMENTARY 

• Successive Apprehension ’ is not admitted, because the Cognitions of all 
men appear simultaneously — (2522) 


It has been argued under the same Text (2175) that “ 

lessor intensity' of Sounds would not be possible ” 

The answer to that is as follows 


the greater and 



1168 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER YTT V 


TEXT (2523) 

•Just as on account of the differences in the shape op Remoteness 
and Nearness, the Colour of things is seen indistinctly and 

DISTINCTLY (RESPECTIVELY), — IN TEE SAME MANNER THERE 
WOULD ALSO BE THE COGNITION OF LESSER AND GREATER 
INTENSITY OF THE SOUND — (2523) 

COMMENTARY 

Colour also is perceived without contact with the Eye and is not all- 
porvading, — and its perception is distinct or indistinct , in the seme manner 
in the case of Sound also, which also is not all-pervading and not in contact 
noth the Ear, there would be Cognitions of greater or less intensity 

Objection — “ The other party does not admit of the perception of Colour 
•without contact , how then is it put forward as the Corroborative Instance t ’ 
Answer — This does not affect our position Though it is by mere words 
that the other party does not admit it, yet what is vouched for by proofs 
must be admitted by both partieB 

“What is the proof that vouches for the idea w question (that there is 

uerception without contact) ’ ” , . 

F The proof is provided by the fact that there is simultaneous perception of 
near and remote things A thing that has movement gets at the nearer object 

-r“”ir^HS=£riE 

ntkout actuaie g^S mto contact B a fol!oi-s — "In- 

In connection with this subjec , V ^ be n0 perception of 

asmuch as Cogmtmns are pr ° dUC ^ q “ hB ^ everal Cognitions appear ffi the 
the time taken , hence the idea, tha ^ ^ Lotll5 », lg not true ” 

manner of the piercing of the hundre p two words ‘ earn ’ 

In this way, in tne ^ . ..wv- 


of the worn ^ b0 n0 perception oi 

m the case of all Cognitions, thrashed out m detail before 

sequence at all -This has been alres y thr ^ operative without 

Again says VddyotaUra - to * 0 bstruct it, hence there 

sAi— -rt.Srr.’-r-cS; 
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is that what I call * connection ’ is called by you ‘ coming within range ’ ; 
there is no other difference 

This is not right. What is called by us coming within range is becoming 
the Cause , — not Connection Because when the Bye produces Cognitions, the 
Object — Colour, etc — becomes its auxiliary, and hence called its ‘ objective ’ ; 
and it is not called so because it comes into contact with it — The purpose 
served by the aid provided by auxiliaries is of two kinds — (1) mutual benefit, 
e g. between the Light-rays and the thing within cover, — and (2) serving 
the same purpose , e g. when the man sees Colour immediately on opening 
his Eyes. — In both ways, the Object of the Cognition is so called because it is 
its peculiar Cause, andjiot because it is connected with it. 

“ This same restriction or specification of the Cause would not be possible 
without some Connection ” 

Wot so ; because the necessary restriction is secured by the capacity of 
the Cause itself In fact when the Cause is produced out of its own Cause, 
it is produced exactly in the form in which only some of it becomes productive 
of the Cognition, not all ; because the difference among all things is due to 
the difference in their Causes — Just as under your view,- — even though the 
Connection is equally present m both cases, why is it that the Eye appre- 
hends the Colour only, not the Taste J — It might be argued that — “ the Taste 
is not apprehended because it is not connected with the Eye ”. — Why should 
not the same Connection be present in the ease of Taste also? — as the locus 
of both (Taste end Colour) is the same , and there is nothing to restnot the 
Connection (to Colour only), — whereby, even though residing in the same 
locus, the Eye comes up to the Colour only and not to the Taste, though this 
also is present at the same place, — and also it does not come up to the Colour 
also if it is very remote. 

It might be urged that — “the restriction would be due to its own 
Cause” 

This can be said also under the view that the Eye is operative without 
contact. Enough of this discussion. — (2523) 

The following Text anticipates and answers an objection from the other 
party : — 


TEXT (2524). 

“ How cab thebe be a single objective bask bob Cognitions which 

AS DIVERSE * ”-Ir THIS IS URGED, THEN [THE ANSWER 
that] the same OBJECTION, AS AGAINST THE UPHOLDERS 
or the External World, is equally applicable to 
the Cognitions or Colour also. — (2524) 

COMMENTARY. 

<We H r? ^ th6re bB 6 Smgle ° b)ect for °°g mtaon ^ch appears as 
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What the Opponent means is that in this way the Cognitions of Colour, 
Taste, etc might be said to have one and the same objective basis 

t ^*° Q nswer to this is as follows — ‘ The same objection, etc etc ’ , 

To Cognitions of Colours ’ — i e to Cognitions envisaging Colour — this same 
objection is equally applicable —How can there be a single objective basis 
for the distinct Cognitions of things far and near ? 

All tins objection is applicable to those who uphold the reality of the 
External World, who attribute the form to the Object, not to the Cognition 
Those, however, who uphold the Idea alone, — 1 e the Idealists, — for them all 
Cognition is equally objectless, being self-cogmsed, and is produced m the 
distinct and other forms , and hence to these Idealists, the objection does not 
apply — Those upholders of the External World who attribute the form to 
the Cognition do not admit that there is absolute sameness of form between 
the Object and the Cognition , so that there would be the same form, in 
certain aspects , and hence there would be no incongruity m there being the 
same object for Cognitions appearing as diverse , consequently, the objection 
would not be applicable to these also — (2524) 


Question — “ What proof then is there against thB idea that the Word 
Sound is apprehended only on contact with the Auditory Organ,— -and in 
support ! of the idea that it is apprehended without such contact ’ 

Answer — 

TEXT (252S) 

Under the view that the perception (op Sound) is through contact 
(with THE Sense-organ), the Cognition op the Sound op 
Thunder could not be in the interrupted form,— 
like that op the feather in the Ear— (2525) 


COMMENTARY 

•LtJU the feather in the Aar '.- this is an 
and the * van ’-affix is added to the word ending ^ ^ Ear mth B 

The meaning thus is-when a man is ^ rontuluous , without 

feather, the Sound made y e ® there 1S Sound of Thunder spreading 
interruption , m the same manner, . d jt 1S heard on reaching 

allround him the filaments of the ^"^uom. not interrupted - 
the Ear, — -then this hearing a sos o{ hrea i otl account of the 

It cannot be right to say that there hon of lts Cause subsists 

peculiarity of the substratum where, ^ h J and n0 cogmt.on ever 
Because there is no perception of such P>° ’ ^ tlie Visual 

appears which imposes founs whic^aj nev^e gnis 

Perception does not impose the form of Taste 

Having thus stated the proof 5^ 

contact — 
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TEXT (2526) 

Because the Auditory Organ brings about the Cognition oe 
Sound as interrupted, therefore, like the Mind, it must 

BE REGARDED AS OPERATING VTITHOUT CONTACT , 

SOT OTHERWISE, LIKE THE SEEN (TACTILE 

Organ) — (2526) 

COMMENTARY 

• Tat ' — Therefore 

‘Not othenmse, etc etc .’— This supplies the Corroborative Instance for 
dissimilarity —In the ease of the Tactile Organ (which operates by contact), 
the perception is not interrupted, and the same would have been the ease with 
the Auditory Organ also (if this also operated through contact) — (2526) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates the objection that the 
Corroborative Instance — of the Mind — is one that is devoid of the Pro- 
bandum, — and supplies the answer to it — 


TEXT (2527) 

For THOSE PEOPLE WHO DECLARE THAT “ THE MlND ALSO IS OPERATIVE 
THROUGH CONTACT ”, — THERE SHOULD NOT be ANY COGNITION OF 
FAR OFF THINGS IN A SINGLE MOMENT. — (2527) 

COMMENTARY. 

Dddyotalara, Rumania and others put forward the following arguments 
m support of the sense-organs being operative by direct contact — “ (a) 
The Eye and the Ear must he regarded as operative by contact, — because 
they are external organs, — like the Olfactory Organ. The qualification 
‘ External ’ is added m order to avoid the charge of bemg * false ’ in view 
of the Mind (which is not operative by contact) —(6) The Eye and the Ear 
must be regarded as operative by contact, — because being organs, they 
do not apprehend things hidden and far off,— like the Olfactory Organ The 
qualification 1 bemg organs ' has been added for the purpose of excluding the 
object — (c) Colour and Sound must be regarded as cognisable by means of 
those external organs that are operative by contact, — because they are 
objects of external organs,— like Odour and Taste — (d) the Cognitions of 
Colour and Sound must be regarded as having for their objective basis such 
objects as are cognisable by means of external organs operative by contact, — 
like the Cognitions of Odour and Taste ” 

The objections against these arguments are set forth in the following 
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TEXT (2528) 

The reason that is put forward in the form 1 because they are 

ESTER SAL ORGANS — IN SUPPORT OF THE VIEW THAT THE ORGANS 
IN QUESTION ABE OPERATIVE BY CONTACT, — IS FALLACIOUS 

(Inconclusive), because it is unlike their other 

PROPERTIES AND HENCE THEBE IS CONTRADICTION 

(incompatibility) — (252S) 

COMMENTARY 

The meaning is clear. — (2523) 

The following Text supplies the answer to what has been urged bv the 
Wmamsala, under the Text 2176, to the effect that— “Tints from the point 
of view of the Vedic Scholar, let us examine the matter, etc etc ' — 


TEXTS (2529-2530) 

The idea of the Air-currents being something different prom the 
Conjunctions and Disjunctions has been already discarded 
before, and inasmuch as the Air is sot-momentary 
(according to the Mimamsaka), they cannot be the 
mat as the Conjunctions and Disjunctions Fob 
the same reason, as there are no distinctions 

IN IT, THERE CAN BE NO MOVEMENT OF IT, 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE IT HAS NO VELOCITY, 

and hence cannot go alosg 
AS LONG AS THE VELOCITY LASTS 
—(2529-2-530) 


COMMENTARY 


"sr:— - * a 

produced as conjoined and disjoined ^P° ^ no „ momenl r, cannot 

conjunctions «d 8 ’ uoecw0 n,-as tbes are a., of one and ,V 

become conjoined with things, m 

same form (2529-253 ) ^ , nn , tw- 
it has been asserted by the Organ, the Air impute a 

■■Having reached the 1^ “," 
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TEXTS (2531-2532) 

If, on reaching the Alaska in the Auditory Organ, the Air imparts 

A CERTAIN CAPACITY TO THE ORGAN, — THEN WHY SHOULD THERE 
BE NO COGNITION OE THE AlB WHEN THERE IS COGNITION OF THE 

Sound, — just as there is of the stroke of the whip 

(WHEN THE WHIP-STROKE IS ALSO COGNISED ALONG 
WITH THE SOUND OF THE WHIP) 1 — THE IDEA THAT 
— “ THE COGNITION OF THE SOUND OBSTRUCTS 
THE SAID COGNITION (OF THE AlR) ” — 

CANNOT BE BIGHT, FOR ONE WHO IS 
COGNISANT OF THE WHIP-STROKE 
AND ANOTHER AlR (AT THE 
SAME TIME) — 

(2531-2532) 


COMMENTARY. 


There are two views possible in tbis connection — (1) that the Air is 
perceptible and (2) that it is not-pereeptible 

Under the former view, at the time that Sound is cognised, there should 
be cognition of the Air also, as m the case of the whip-stroke 

It might he argued that — “ as two cognitions cannot appear simul- 
taneously, the cognition of Sound obstructs the cognition of the Air ” 

This cannot he right — -in the mouth of one who is cognisant of the whip- 
stroke and the other Air, at the time that the Sound is cognised Just as 
the Other Air ’ set up by the fan, and the * whip-stroke ’ are both perceived 
at the time that the Sound is heard,—in the same manner there should be 
the perception of the touch of the Air reaching the auditory organ 

What this shows is that the assertion that there cannot be simultaneous 
cognitions is contrary to a directly perceived fact — (2531-2532) 


It has been explained already that the idea of simultaneous cognitions 
is due to the illusion caused by the quickness with which the cognitions 
appear It may be that m the case of Cognitions appearing in success, on 
there may be an xUusion of simultaneity due to the quickness with which they 
appear; but in the present discussion, the said explanation is of no use • 
hence it is nothing —This is what is asserted m the following — 


TEXT (2533) 

Even though in some cases, there may be illusion of slmultaneity 
DUE TO QUICKNESS OF APPEARANCE, -YET THAT HAS NOTHING 
TO DO WITH THE PRESENT CONTEXT , BECAUSE HEBE 
THE AlR IS NOT COGNISED AT ALL — (2533) 

COMMENTARY, 

It may be that, on account of the quickness m the appearance of the 
Cognitions, there is an illusion of simultaneity But this cannot apply to 
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the case where there is no perception of a tiling which is quite perceptible 
For instance, m the present contest, there is absolute^ no cognition— 
either successive or simultaneous — of the Air that has reached the regions 
of the Auditors- Organ Hence rhe explanation that ‘ the illusion oi simul- 
taneity of Cognitions is due to the quickness with which they appear ” can 
have no bearing on the present discussion , i e it should be ignored — (3533) 


The following test takes up the second alternate e view (suggested in the 
commentary on Teat 2531, — That the Air is not perceptible) — 


TEXT (2534) 

It the Air (reaching the Ear) is beyond the senses (mtercetobee), 
as asserted by the followers of Kanaia, and also by your- 
selves, —then, to what can ITS amenability to Touch be 
DUE, WHICH HAS BEEN SPOKEN OP IN 

the Shasya * — (2534) 


COMMENTARY 

1 Followers of Kandda’—the Vatshlsdas , according to whom Air i- 
indicatcd^byjmferredfro Shebarfl has also declared that “when 

the aerial Conjunctions and Disjunctions of W‘tble Air proceed 
from the Ear-drum, they are not perceived >H ^ , (J 

The objection to this. . SpU .-possibility of 

amenability to Touch be due ^ . ghosju has spoken of; 

W ‘-touch This ■ ttat ‘the 

how is that 1 As against th — - iShabara) has said— (under 

proAmt .1 to. «.» 

SO. 1 1.22) as follows- a , B matter of fact, hotmer, we 

It could only be Air m a P«ti J ^ The constitution of the Word-Sound, 
do not recognise any particle ofAs * f in the constitution 

m the manner ta a product of -W 
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TEXT (2535) 

Or, the Am in question may be beyond the Senses , even so, there 

WOULD BE COGNITION OF THE TANGIBLE (Am),— WHICH IS NEITHER 

HOT NOR COLD,— RESTING ON THE VARIOUS SUBSTANCES THAT 
MAY BE IN CONTACT WITH IT , JUST AS THERE IS 

oe other Ams — (2535) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tadyogah ’ — contact with the different air-ourrents ; — that which 
has this contact is ‘ tattadyogin ’, — ie. the substances known as ‘Water’, 
‘ Fire ’ and ‘ Earth ’ , — and that which is ‘ gala ’ — resting, residing m these, 
is ‘ tatiadyogigata ’ , — -j e. the Air resting on Water, Fire and Earth — The 
compounding is m accordance with Panim’s Sutra * Dmliya — shnfa, etc 
etc ’ — This compound qualifies * sprastavya ’ — the tangible Air , — which is of a 
nature that is different from hot and cold —There should he ‘ vit ’ Cogni- 

tion— of the said Air — ‘ Just as there is of other Airs i.e of Air other than 
that within the body of the Speaker, which Ain is held (by the Opponent) 
to be the main jester of the particular Word-Sound — The ‘ vali ' -affix is 
added to the word ending in the Locative. 

What is meant is that there would be cognition of the Am m question, 
just as there is of the air during winter, carrying with it the coolness of the 
snows, of that during summer, when all the quarters are filled with the 
burning rays of the sun,— of that during the season which is neither hot nor 
cola, ’which is yet felt by the touch to be cool or warm. ( 2535 ) 

answer f ° UoWUlB Text ’ the AuthoT anticipates and refutes the Opponent’s 


TEXTS (2536-2537) 

It might be said that “ there is no cognition of the Am in question 
because it is not Hr contact with the Tympanum ” —Bur 

IT HAS keacbsd **■ a**® ’ 

THE Eae aix this it follows that all THIS 

ASSUMPTION BY THE VeDIC SCHOLAR IS ABSOLUTELY 
BASELESS , IT IS NOT AGREEABLE TO THE LEARNED, 

AND SHINES ONLY AMONG VEDIC 

Scholars— (2536-2537) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tasya ’—of the Air. 

'Ayogah >_non-contact,-‘ with the tympanum ’. 

The rest is clear— (2536-2537) 

28 
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Ifc hns been argued by the Mimamsala, under Text 2188, that " or> y,,, 

idea that should be entertained is that the Auditory Organ consists of space, 
which idea would bo m accordance with the Veda ” 

As this is open to the same objections, the Author applies them to that 
view, in the following — 


TEXT (2538) 

Ail those objections that have been urged against those who 
hold Akaaha to be without parts, should be understood to be 

EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO THAT VIEW ALSO UNDER WHICH THE 

Auditory Organ consists of the one indivisible 

Space — (2538) 

COMMENTARY 

The view that the Auditorv Organ consists of the mdnisibie Spaco, 
is open to all those objections— the futility of embellishment, theimpossibility 
of embellishment, etc —that have been urged against the view that it consists 
of the indivisible Akuaha Hence it is not necessary to state the objections 
against this othei view ‘■oparatclv — (2S38) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsala, under Text 2185, that— 1 " Even 
if the Auditory Organ were one and all-pervading, the Embellishment duo 
to Articulation could affect only the material substratum of that organ, 
etc etc 11 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (2530-2544) 

"■zz 

— » ■ - • — «£• SSVS£ 

IS ONE (AND INDIVISIBLE) -iFTffiAuDW ^ TYMPANUM 'UN- 

OF THE ONE RESTRICTION IN «***«■ 

embellished Cons ^ the sbbstr «um cannot stand 

liskment on the basis secured the Embellish- 

CONSEQUENTLY, WHEN THE 0 ABOUT THE COGNITION 

MENT IN ONE substratum, -hog ^ TH0SE WI0 peclare 

IN THE BODIES OF ALL MEN , ^ H0 jjp THAT COGNITIONS 

the Organ to be one only qf TnE BO dius of 

(SENSATIONS) ® ® ^ CAN BE NO DIVERSITY OF 

sss.-’ss 
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THAT IT COGNISES THINGS, AND YET IT ACTUALLY APPREHENDS IT 
IN THE BODY ONLY ” , — BUT EVEN WITH THIS, THE VIEW IS OPEN 
TO OBJECTION THERE WOULD, IN THIS CASE, BE NO SUCH DISTINC- 
TIONS AS THAT OF THE * DEAF ’ AND THE LIKE, AND FOR THE SAME 
REASON IT WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE FOR ONE COGNITION NOT TO BE 
APPREHENDED BY ANOTHER SOUL , AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THE TWO — (2539-2544) 

COMMENTARY 

* Anyal ’ — the substratum of the unembelhshed organ 
Such distinction is not possible m the case of what is without parts > 
indivisible If there were, it would have to be regarded as with parts, 
divisible. — If the distinction were merely assumed (not real), then there 
would be an incompatibility regarding its being with and also without effective 
action , because effective actions never follow m the wake of mere assump- 
tions , they are alwavs related to real entities Consequently, if the organ 
has become embellished m one substratum, it acquires thereby the capacity 
to bring about the cognition of things , so that jn another substratum also, 
as the organ would really be the same, it would be embellished everywhere, 
and hence capable of bringing about the Cognition of things 

Thus what has been said (m Text 2542) regarding “ the Cognitions 
appearing in the several parts of the bodies of men becomes set aside ; 
because there can be no real division in what is one only — This is what is 
shown in the words * Piimsam, etc. etc ' 

Pradhanamideshyam ’ — ‘ Pradhana ', * Principal Factor ’, stands for 
the Body , ‘ Vaideshya ’ — residence in. different parts of Akasha 

‘ Svamultepi, etc ’—because there can be no division for what is one 
only. 

Avyavasthanam' — impossibility of such distinctions — (2539-2544) 

The following Text shows how there is no difference between the two 


ltAT (2545) 

When it cannot abandon its previous form, and when no new 
features can- appear in it,— why cannot the Auditory 
Organ come within range of the experience of 
another —(2545) 


COMMENTARY. 

AudL?n ht b °, ar?Ued that -“ *«■" w ould be differences, by reason of th ( 
And, tor> Organ bemgmfiuenced by Merit and Dement” * 

The answer to that is as follows — 
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TEXT (2646) 

Inasmuch as it is eternal, independent,— the Alashc Auditory 
Organ cannot be influenced by Merit and Demerit , and 

HENCE SHOULD NOT FALL WITHIN THE SCOPE OP 
THE EXPERIENCE OF ANY ONE AT 

ALL —(2546) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Being eternal ’ is the reason for ' being independent ’ and also for 
‘being not influenced by Merit and Dement ’ — (2546) 


Question — “ Even though it is independent, why cannot it be influenced 
(by Merit and Dement) 1 ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (2547) 

The Alaska is never affected by Merit and Demerit, being 

ETERNAL, IT CAN NEVER BE AN EFFECT , WHAT SORT OF 
1 INFLUENCE ’ THEN CAN THERE BE OVER IT 1 — (2547) 


COMMENTARY 


WIUi'LUll A *■ 

* Belng independent ’ implies that it is not an effect, and what is not 
an effect cannot be influenced or affected by anythmg e g the Hare’s Hem, 
or the 1 Unconscious Destruction’ of things, -and the Auditory Organ is 
not an effect ,-henoe there is apprehension of a character contrary to the 

"Z eternal' sets aside the < madm^hdity ’ of the Reason 
tong «» effect, etc etc ’ sets aside its ' mconelusiveness -(2547) 

Says the Opponent 

influenced by things . for e ' { the deaf) comes within its 

zzvzzss: Tssr-e *- - »- *— 

becomes Inconclusive ” 

The answer to this is as follows 

TEXT (2548) 

Organ come within the range of one’s 
H ew could ^^Zthe influence of charms and medicines, 

EXPERIENCE, THBOU CANNOT DERIVE ANY 

ETC from these -(2548) 

COMMENTARY 

, «-■ — - - 

1 Mow could it, etc i e , 
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“ Evea if it is not an Effect, there would be influencing by the mere 
production of peculiarities.’’ 

Answer ■ — * Being eternal, etc. etc ’ — (2648) 

[Says the other party] — “ If such is the case, then the substratum being 
not-eternal, the embellishment could be of that, and through that the Audi- 
tory Organ also, though eternal, would come to be influenced ” 

This is the idea set forth and answered in the following : — 

TEXT (2549). 

" Even though the substratum is nol-eiemal, its non-etemahty would 
not be of the natube of momenianness ” , — if this is ukged, 

THEN (THE ANSWER IS THAT), INASMUCH AS NO ADDITIONAL 
PROPERTIES COULD BE PRODUCED IN IT, Deafness, ETC 
WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE.— (2549) 

COMMENTARY 

If it is non-eternal . 1 — as its destruction would be sure to come m course 
of time, till that time, it would continue to have one and the same form ; 
and hence, as ui the eternal thing, so here also no additional properties would 
appear m it ; how then, could there be any * embellishment ’ of it ? — (2649) _ 

Even granting that additional qualities might appear,— the author 
points out that even so the theory is open to objection . 


TEXTS (2550-2551) 

Or, THE ADDITIONAL PROPERTY MAY BE PRODUCED IN THE ORGAN; 
BUT IN NO CASE COULD IT EXIST IN THE Ikashd , NOR COULD IT 
BE DUE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH ITS RECEPTACLE, BECAUSE 
IT IS ETERNAL AND INDEPENDENT. HENCE, DEAFNESS, ETC. 

COULD NOT_COME ABOUT THROUGH THAT EITHER, 

Even if Alcdsha were with farts and divisible, 

THE ARGUMENTS WOULD APPLY TO IT, 
on the ground of its elemality — 

(2550-2551) 


- X XXXV x ( 


stands for the additional property . 

r? “ "*>■ *» » » — - «< 

^ 10 * a,mKCtion with «* Receptacle 

is that if the dimem^sha^ Wlthout partS ’~ the anaw 

AiosJio is held to be eternal, then all the objectio 



117S 


TATTYASANGRAHA CHAPTER XXIV. 


that have been urged against the i lev that “ the inrin-isibk Akad-a is eti mil 
become applicable This is what is meant hj the word * — ‘ Even if Ab> f a 
were divisible, etc. etc ’ — (2550-2551) 


It lias been argued bj the Afiindnisala. in Text 2102. that — “du-t ns 
the village-lord, removed from the lordship, though continuing to live m the 
village, does not enjoy the privileges of the Lordship, eimdnrh the c ool of 
the deaf man depm ed of the aiidttorj organ, though continuing to dwell m 
the body, does not enjot the experience of hearing sounds ”. 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2552-2553) 

Even tor you, this ‘removal from the ownership' cannot be 

POSSIBLE, — UNLESS THE OWNERSHIP IS MOMENTARY. It HAT 
ADDITIONAL PROPERTY HAS BEEN PRODUCED IN IT, BY 
VIRTUE OF WHICH IT IS REMOVED FROM THE 
OWNERSHIP AND DOES NOT ENJOY THE 
SAME EXPERIENCE AGAIN ! — 

(2552-2553) 


COMMENTARY 
This is quite easj — (2552-2551) 


It has been argued bj the MUndmealc. under Text !W. tlmt- 
vibrating air-particles, which are the roanifctcrs, etc etc 
The answer to this is os follow « — 


- * Tni 


TEXTS (255!-25.".S) 

„ *Pmbelu«hment’ rosMBiL. riTitrr. iv nr 
Thus then, there is no Em ^ l f. orjlP . W n, m „ ts -.or 

Auditory Organ or i> 71 Br rmHP wnmu <>i. 

possible FOR the Embellishm ^ , r.wniui-H 

OTST IS SOMETinMi PI ^ rVi , nT m 

the Sound, then tj - m> rn vnnv-wn with 

RELLISHED ' - AS TWO «.».«« *.V M *» 

Embellishment . BECAt sr be , am> » f 1 ” 1 

ONLY B ELATION SHIT V °^ '' T5 „ K„ r n I J-H'H NT "<>< « «’ ,r 

relationship mere ^’ cU5I . vol U1 arxnn-r it a«e«v<-- 

theee at ael time-'- - - Cvuuu T rr ‘ 

THING DIFFERENT, 
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ORGAN AND THE SOUND , AND HENCE IT COULD NOT BE PRODUCED 
BY ANYTHING, CONSEQUENTLY THE COGNITION (DUE TO THE EM- 
BELLISHMENT) WOULD BE EVERLASTING. — BECAUSE ALL THIS IS SO, 
THEREFORE ANY REGULATION OR RESTRICTION OF THE CAPACITY 

of the Air-currents, etc cannot be possible , and when what 

IS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED IS NOT PRESENT, THE CAPACITY TO ACCOM- 
PLISH IT CAN BE OF NO USE — ( 2554 - 2558 ) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Yada ' — Because — ‘ Emm ’ — ‘ Thus, — in the manner just described, 
this ' because ’ has to be construed -with ‘ fat ’ ‘ therefore, etc. etc ’ of Text 2558 

How this embellishment is not possible is explained in detail, in the 
words — • Because it is not possible for the embellishment, etc. etc ’ — What is 
meant is as follows — When the embellishment comes, it could be either different 
or non-different (from the thing embellished) ; these are the only two possibi- 
lities, as the matter does not admit of a third alternative. 

In the former case, — l e. if it is different , — there could be no * embellish- 
ment ’ of the auditory organ or of the Word-Sound ; because what is brought 
about is different ; and when the Jar is brought about, it is not the Cloth 
that is embellished Nor can there be any relationship between the Embellish- 
ment and the said two (Auditory Organ and the Word-sound) ; by virtue of 
which by the bringing about of the Embellishment, which is their relative, 
those two could become embellished.— Because, as it has been held to be 
different, the relationship of the Embellishment with the Auditory Organ or 
the Word-Sound could not be of the nature of ‘ identity ’ ; in fact whenever 
there is a relationship between two different things, it can be only of the 
nature of Cause and Effect , as there could be no help m any other way. 
If there were this relation of Cause and Effect between the Embellishment 
and the other two (Auditory Organ and Word-Sound),— the Embellishment 
WO , d b !,? he ™ {ot a11 t,me * Rs !ts oause > the shape of the Auditory Organ 
Miypo(tei r ) d ' SOlmd ’ W0Ukl bB th6re a11 th ® tUne (both of theso being eternal, 

aiternative < that the Embellishment ,s not different 
r en ; ,t V ^ 8nd the W °rd-Sound), the difficulty is thaf _ 
wt , ',™’ T" C<C -’— ‘ Tadval '~ L ‘ kB Auditory Organ and the 

^2 ^1"'° “ shm ^ ; -and hence, « if would be 
tonal, the Embellishment could not be produced or brought about by any- 

evOT^rommon would R W C . OSnltlon,! ar0 P rod «ced by the Embellishment, 

being etonT '*** “ the diffic » , <* ® «» Embellishment 

ben the words ~‘ Therefore any re9uia ~ 


The following Texts set fortl 
that lFord-fifoimd is nol-eternal 


arguments m support of the vieR 
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TEXTS (2559-2560) , 

Thus, — inasmuch as ho 1 manifestation ’ (op the Word-Sound) is 
possible, — the Cognition of the Word-Sound must be regarded as 

HAVING THIS CHARACTER THAT IT IS INVARIABLY CONCOMITANT WITH 
THE BIRTH (COMING INTO EXISTENCE) OF IVHAT IS APPREHENDED BY 
IT, — LIKE THE COGNITION OP THE INDIVIDUAL JAR AND SUCH THINGS 

— Consequently, both ‘ producing ’ and ‘ hantpesung as 
brought about by effort and articulation, — WILL have the 

DIVERSITY OF THEIR CAPACITY DETERMINED BY PRESUMPTION 
BASED UPON THE NATURE OF THE EFFECTS PRODUCED BY THEM — 

(2559-2560) 

COMMENTARY 


The argument may be formulated as follows — -What is occasional 
must be produced by a cause which also has had its production, as for 
example, the cognition of the individual Jar, —and the Cognition of the 
Word-Sound is occasional , hence this is a Reason based on the nature of 


things 

The Reason cannot be regarded as ' inadmissible because as a matter 
of fact, the said cognition is not found to appear at all tunes -Nor can it 
be regarded as ‘inconclusive’, as the idea of Sound being 
has been, already discarded -Nor again can it be regarded as contradictory ’ , 
because ,t is found to be present in all places where the ^bandum.s pres u - 
■ Idam-phalam ’ is a compound, meaning-’ that which has idam tins, 
1 C. being** invariably concomitant with the birth of what i, apprehended by 

!t for its ‘ phalam \ net gam, character 

The rest is easily understood —(2559-2580) 

The objections against the view that £ ^ 
space have been already stated befom . heaca they ^. _ 

the Author only reminds the reader of what has been sa 


TEXT (2561) 

„ ro T0 VALIDATE THE VIEW THAT THE 

of ** — r 

of S?n ce-(2561) 


COMMENTARY 


It has been argued by the lt would affect 

the Embellishment pertains 

°%tatCr to this is as follows - 


that — “ Even if 
that one object 
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TEXT (2582) 

The assertion that— “if the Embellishment pertains to the 

OBJECT, IT WOULD AFFECT TEAT ONE OBJECT ONLY " — CANNOT BE 
BIGHT , BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN DISCARDED , ALSO 
BECAUSE THE CAPACITY OF THINGS IS LIMITED 

— Hence thebe cannot be embel- 
lishment OF THE OBJECT 
—(2562) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Na ’—That is, it cannot be right to assert that “ if the Embellishment 
pertains to the Object it would affect that one object only ” 

" Why ! 

‘ Because it has been discarded i e because the Embellishment itself 
has been rejected — That is, the Embellishment, as different and as not- 
different, has been already discarded 

Far the following reason also there can be no Embellishment of the 
Object 

“ What reason ? ” 

Because of the limitations of the capacity of things -which are gomg to be 
pointed out. 

After •Niyateh' a ‘ Cha' is understood , hence the meaning comes to 
be that— otso because of the limitations of the capacity of thmgs there 
cannot be an Embellishment of the Object (2582) ' 

The said 1 linutation on the capacity of things' is illustrated- 
TEXTS (2563-2564) 

If the Word-Sound did not possess the capacity to prodtt™ 
C0XIL1) NEVES BE 00GNISED BY anyone any- 

♦vltEiRE . AS IT COTJLD NOT IT A VP atvv npin^ 

TION — Tf rm bearing UPON ITS OOGNI- 

* 0THEE =*ro. w did possess the capa- 

^™ d IT T 0TOD BE NY ALL MEN, AT ALL 

times and at ^ PLACES , AS „ WOffLD conotue 
TO BE THE CAUSE OF THAT COGNITION - 

(2563-2564) 

COMMENTARY 

of producing its cogmto^ ^°^' Sound should be either incapable or capable 
In the former c ase I? ef tW ° p 0i JL._ 

^Smscd by any cue Xn he JattT Word - Sound never be 

afc aU t,mes : b — * TA ZZL'ZZT* hy 8,1 m8n 
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Erom this it follows that the Embellishment can have no capacity at 
all — (2563-2564) 

The following might be argued— 11 Even if the Word-Sound had the 
capacity to bring about its cognition, it might not bnng it about on account 
of forces to the contrary , similarly, even if it did not have the capacity, it 
could have the capacity imparted to it by auxiliary forces and thereby bring 
about the cognition ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2565). 


If the Word-Sound is, by its very nature, definitely capable ob 

INCAPABLE,— WHAT HOSTILE OR HELPFUL FORCE COULD SET 

IT ASIDE * — (2565) 

COMMENTARY 

Unless a thing sets aside, or hnngs about, the nature of a thing, it 
cannot be regarded as hostile or helpful , otherwise there would he incon- 
gruities And if the said sertmj aside or bringing about were admitted, the 
Word-Sound would lose its eternal character (2565) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaha, in Text 2205, that “ Just as the 
Word-Sound, though produced and appearing equally with regard to 
men, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXTS (2566-2567) 

as „ ,.«» « — »■ 

=.«r,sr 

“»”*rfrrr 

BY ARTICULATIONS,— AND - 

DISTANCE 1— (2566-2o67) 


COMMENTARY 


J uu.u*'*"*' * 

« * a. mbw that Word Sounds oro 
What I- ^en urged does ^^I word-Sound is produced bt he 1 
produced (not eternal) * Bbotlt its cognition under certain 

Lise it is Ponced » - it * not heard hi * - - 

limitations . and « « « , 

- *s - srrisssitis » 

:r:;rr s=s— 
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The objection that ‘ there should be hearing of far-off sound also ’ is 
applicable, not only to the view that< the Word-Sound is endowed, by its 
very nature, with the capacity to produce its cognition, — but it is also 
applicable to the view that there is Embellishment (of the Word-Sound) 
Hence this has been set forth as another alternative view — ‘Why it is not 
heard by persons at a distance ? ’ — ‘ is heard ’ is to be construed here What 
is meant is that it should certainly be heard — (2566-2567) 

The same idea is further clarified — 


TEXT (2568) 

Even in cases of proximity, the embellishment is supposed to be 

THE CAUSE (OP THE COGNITION) , AND THIS EMBELLISHMENT 
WOULD BE EQUALLY THERE FOR PERSONS AT A DISTANCE 
ALSO — (2568) 


COMMENTARY 

It has been argued by the Alimamsaha, in Text 2270, that — “ Inasmuch 
as the idea of the Word-Sound being produced has been rejected, etc etc ** 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2569-2570) 

Ip the idea is that particular Embellishments are produced by 

ARTICULATIONS, THEN IN THAT CASE, NO ONE CAN DENY t ut: IDEA 

op the Sound being produced Because the particular 

EMBELLISHMENT IS NOT SOMETHING DIFFERENT PROM THE 

Word-Sound , otherwise the Word-Sound would 
BE INCOGNISABLE CONSEQUENTLY THE WoRD- 
SOUND ALSO SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 

produced — (2569-2570) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Embellishment is something that is produced, then there should 
e production of the Word-Sound also , because it is not different from the 
Embellishment --In case it is different, then, as the Cognition would be 
brought about by the Embellishment itself, the Word-Sound would not 
e an acti\e agent m it, and lienee it would not be apprehended by that 
ogmtion For these reasons it should he admitted that the Word-Sound 
also is produced , — (2569-2570) 


Tho following might bo urged ‘ 

Word-Sound is produced as capable of 


‘Just as for you, the Buddhist, the 
bringing about a particular restricted 
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cognition, — so also for ns, there is restriction in regard to the Embellishment 
also ; wherebv the Sound is not heard by people at a distance “ 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2571) 

HAVING BECOME EMBELLISHED OSCE, IT THE WOED-SOUKD DOES SOT 
ABASDOK THAT (EMBELLISHED) EORM, OS ACCOUNT OF ITS 
EVANESCENT CHABACTER, — THEN IT SHOULD CONTINUE 
TO BE HEABD FOE ALL TIME — 

(2571) 


COMMENTARY 

Even if the idea be that— “The Word-Sound that is embellished is 
one that is capable of bringing about the cognition within the ‘chain’ of 
certain particular persons only ’’—there would be objections against it For 
instance, if the Sound does not abandon the form which is capable o^rmgmg 
about the cognition, then its cognition should continue to be P™ du “f“ r 
all time If it abandons It, then it becomes evanescent, not eternal. Hence 
it must be admitted that it is produced —(2571) 

It has been argued bv the Mb - T* 
the new that there is embellishment of both, the assertion that it is op 

to both sets of objections is futile, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2572) 

TO EMBELLISHMENT OF BOTH, 

EVEN AS REGARDS THE VIEW ^ ^ ^ ^^QNS IS 

THE ASSERTION THAT IT IS OPEN 

QUITE TRUE ; BECAUSE DEFICIENCY IS NOT D> ONEOFTHE 
TWO ONLY J AS THE PBEVIOUS ONE CONTINUES 

—(2572) 

COMMENTARY 

the Word-Sound is produced, it is 
For those who hold the view thut „ not possible for 

p„ H , ,b,. «. « «* “ b “ .<*<"»— 


* ,c further clarified- - 

The said ‘ continuity 
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TEXT (2573) 

The Auditory organ and the Letter-sounds that have been 

PREVIOUSLY EMB ELLI SHED BY THE HANESES TERS CANNOT BECOME 
DESTROYED, — BECAUSE IF THEY DID, THEY WOULD BE NON- 
ETERNAL , AND CONSEQUENTLY THEY WOULD BE HEARD 
AT ALL TIMES — (2573) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Chyutiprapteh ’ — because of liability to become non-eternal Otherwise, 
there would be Renunciation of Proposition (on your part). 

* Sarm-shrulih ’ — Hearing at all times, — not of all ; as m the latter case, 
the compound would fall under the prohibition contained in Panim’s Sutra 
' Karmam cha ’. — (2673) 


The following might be urged — “ It is of only a few limited number 
of persons whose Organ and Letter-Sounds would be embellished and fit for 
audition, and hence the Sound could not be heard' by all men ” 

But m that case, there would be no hearing bv those men who were 
going to hear other Letter-Sounds. 

This is what is pointed out m the following - — 


TEXT (2574). 

If the Embellished Organ and Letter-Sounds were capable of 
hearing by a few limited persons, then there would be no 
hearing for other persons who would be going to hear 
the same Letter-Sounds — (2574) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ myatashrutiyogyau ' is to be explained as ‘ shriiti- 
yogyau ’ — capable of hearing — ‘ myatanam pumsam ’ — by a few limited 
poisons 

An yavarna, etc ’ — This may be taken as ‘ other persons who would be 
going to hear that same sound — or as ‘ persons who would be going to hear 
other sounds ’—(2574) 


The following might be urged — “ For the benefit of those other persons 
o would he going to hear the same sound, there would be another embelhsh- 
U'ont of the Auditory Organ and the Letter-Sound ’’ 

The following Text anticipates and answers this argument — 
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TEXT (2575) 

If it be said that — “ the Organ and the Letteb-Sotjnd are em- 
bellished AGAIN, AND ABE FIT FOB THE PURPOSE OF THE COGNITION 

of that Sound bv otheb persons then also there 

WOULD BE CONTINUATION OF THE SAME ORGAN AND SOUND, 
and hence of the hearing also of the Same Sound 
AND By THE SAME PERSON — (2575) 


COMMENTARY 


The compound ‘ ladvarna, etc ’ i= to be expounded as— fit for the 
vijnaea — cognition — of those Sounds by those persons, winch Letter- 
Sounds » those that are heard by the other hearers ,— and the ‘ persons ' are 
the ‘ hearers of those sounds ’ 

« Tayoreia ’ — i e the Organ and Letter-Sound embellished previously. 

■ Tayorapi ' — of the previous Person and Letter-Sound 
What is meant is that, when the Letfers-Aa and the rest-are heard 
later on by other persons, they should be heard exactlv as they had been 
heard by the previous persons .-because their previous character would still 

continue — (2575) 


The following Text shows that if there is no 
been pointed out, then thev become non-eternal - 


such continuation as has 


TEXT (2576) 

H TXCS'- O'™* O*”"* *0^= «* 


COMMENTARY 


This is easily understood —(2576) 

dbv the mreameal*, m 2W 2210, that-" Though the 
It has been argued by the a ^ 

_ ept it is seen, etc etc 

Sun. is one, yet follows — 

The answer to this is 
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TEXT (2577) 

In the Water and other reflecting substances, it is not the 
same Sun seen in various forms , because the cognitions 
that are there all pertain to the reflected images, 

AND ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY OBJECTIVE 

basis — (2577) 

COMMENTARY 

It has already been explained before that all -wrong cognitions are, 
without exception, devoid of any objective basis , still it is explained again, 
in the following Text, m connection with the cognitions of the reflected 
images,— be they regarded as (a) with or (6) without form — First the Author 
takes up the former new (that the Reflected Image has a form) — 


TEXTS (2578-2582) 

Even under your view, all Cognitions are, formless, and it is only 
the external thing that is held to be with form The reflected 

Image that is seen is seen within the Water , and yet the 
Sun existing in the sky is not there in the Water — “ How 
is it then that it appears as if in the Water * ” — It is through 

DELUSION, AND HENCE IT IS THAT IT IS CLEARLY DEVOID OF AN 
OBJECTIVE BASIS , BECAUSE IT HAS NO CONNECTION WITH ANY OBJECT 
WITH THAT FORM — If IT IS URGED THAT “ IT IS THE SAME SUN THAT 
IS PERCEIVED OTHERWISE ”, — THIS WOULD BE ANOTHER EXCELLENT 

assertion — the same, and yet otherwise — But in this way, 
every Cognition would apprehend everything It would be 
the Cognition of the same Sun only if it were seen exactly 

AS IT IS , WHEN HOWEVER, it IS ACTUALLY PERCEIVED IN ANOTHER 
FORM, HOW COULD IT BE THE PERCEPTION OF THE SAME SUN * — (2578- 

2582) 

COMMENTARY 

For you, the Mimamsaha, Cognitions are formless, and it is the external 
object that is with form Hence what is seen m the water cannot be the 
form of the Cognition , because forms are held to belong to external things 
orf y is the Reflected Image held to be an entirely different thing , 

as in that case, it would not be a case of the perception of the Sun at all. — 
Eor does the Sun itself enter the water, by virtue of which it could appear 
there (as the Reflected Image) , because it remains in the regions of Akasha — 
If it be asserted that — “ it is through illusion that it appears in the water ”, — 
mthat case, the Cognition would not have the Sun for its objective basis, 
because the form within the water does not belong to the Sun — From all this it 
follows that the form that belongs to the object (Sun) does not figure m the 
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Cognition , and hence ha\ mg no connection with that form, the said Cognition 
is clearly baseless (without an objective basis) 

The argument may be formulated as follows — When an Object has a 
form that does not figure m a Cognition, that Object cannot be the objective 
basis of that Cognition , — e g Colour cannot be the objective basis of Auditory 
Cognition , — tho Sun does not have the form that figures in the Cognition 
of the Reflected Image , — hence there is non-apprehension of the wider 
character (which implies the absence of the less wide character) — The 
Reason here adduced cannot he regarded as ' Inadmissible ’ , because in 
reality the Sun does not have the form that is within the water — Nor can 
tlio Reason be regarded as ‘ Inconclusive ' , as that would lead to incongruities ; 
as in this way anything could be the objective basis of any Cognition 
Nor can the Reason be regarded as * Contradictory as it is present m all 
cases where the Probandum is present 

It might be argued that — “ It is the same Sun that is seen m the water, 
only it appears otherwise, on account of the diSerence in its position, and 
consequently, the Buddhist’s Reason is * Inadmissible 

Who, except an audacious logician like yourself, could make such an 
assertion ns ‘ it is the some— and otherwise ’ Because the assertion ‘ it is the 
same ’ affirms that it is of the same form, and the assertion that ‘it is other- 
wise’ denies that it has the same form, how then could these two mutual 
contraries — Affirmation and .Denied— appertain to the same thing (Sun) 

If even when cognised as otherwise, the thing (Sun) were the same, 
then the entire Universe might be regarded as the same , and as a consequence 
of this, the birth and death of things would come at the same ’ bme 
Cognitions would have one and the same object IVom this 
Utah's cognised * a—'® -»■“ 

and pUce'c U»n. ,1,. »» T 

con our Reason be ‘Inadmissible ?— (2o78-2582) 

, , Cocnitions are with form, — the Cogin- 

Under the second new also— vhat Cogiu h what is 

tions of the Reflected Images are devoid of objective bas.s , 

pointed out in the following 

TEXT (2583) 

» « o«»” “ 

:S. £- — - 

COGNISED — (2583) 

COMMENTARY 

bended in a different form. 
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— In the case of the Cognitions of the Reflected Images, the apprehension is 
not of a form that is non-different from the form of the Sun ; for if it were 
there, the Cognitions of the Reflected Images would he exactly the same as 
the true Cognition of the Sun itself — {2583) 

It has been argued by the MimamsaXa in Text 2221, that — “When 
a man is looking at the Sun and the Water, his eye (rays) proceed in two 
ways — one upwards and the other downwards, etc etc 
The answer to tins is as follows — 


TEXTS (2584-2585) 

It may be that what is perceived by the downward rays is the 
She sin nino above presented mediately , bet even so, ths 
perceives regards THE SUN shining above as actually 
down in the Water — Ip the Sen were actually 

PERCEIVED JUST AS IT STANDS, THEN IT WOULD BE 
COGNISED AS SUCH, NOT OTHERWISE. THIS HAS 
BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED —(2584-2585) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘ What is perceived ’—by the Sonl. 

‘ S!il uing above ' — this qualifies the ' Sun ’, as it exists. 

* Regards ’ — i e the perceiving Soul thinks 

What is meant is as follows —If what the Percipient Soul sees is the 
Sun shining above, presented to him mediately, through the downward 
rays,— how is it that he regards the Sun as actually down m the water, and 
not as shilling above? It would be regarded as such, if it were actually 
apprehended as it exists , otherwise there would be incongruities — (2584-2585) 


It has been argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2224, that—" 
case of the man looking at the mirror, it is through illusion that, etc 
ihe answer to this is as follows 


In the 
etc.” 


TEXT (2586; 

Z ? T CASE OP THE MAN LOOKING AT 

IT 18 ™*OVGK ILLUSION THAT THE MAN COGNISES 
THE PACE AS FACING THE WEST, THOUGH IN REALITY WHAT HE 
ACTUALLY perceives « THE PACE AS PRESENTED BY THE 
VISUAL RAYS PROCEEDING EASTWARD TO THE BAYS AS 

proceeding westward ” — (2586) 

COMMENTARY. 

The reason why th,s ,s not true is stated in the following — 
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TEXT (2587) 

«» Image 

™ E WHAT figures m Z ?ZZZ°* m * ASm ’ 
D ™ KT »« real face , just AS°™° 

CASE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF TaSTE AND 

Sound, etc —(2587) 

COMMENTARY 

Ti»s argument may be formulated as follows -When „ 

tZZrZTol T ei l merent frDm a certam thmg ' 

Sound for 'T ,_e g the C °^ tlon of cannot have 

for ° b r ® !3 ; 0r the of Sound cannot have Taste 

for Its objective basis ,-the Cognitions of the reflected image envisage some- 
thing entirely different from the real face ,-hence here we have theappre- 
iiension of something contrary to the wider factor —(2587) 


In the following Texts, the author points out that the Reason here put 
forward cannot be regarded as ‘ Inadmissible 1 


TEXTS ( 2588-2590 ) 

IN A SMALLER MIRROR THE FACE APPEARS AS SMALLER , — THE TREE 
REFLECTED IN THE WATER APPEARS AS UPSIDE DOWN, AND AS SUNK 
IS THE WATER , THE OBJECT REFLECTED IN THE MIRROR FACES 
THE MIRROR, — NOT SO ITS REFLECTED IMAGE , — -WHILE THE 
REFLECTED BIAGE IS IN THE WATER, THE OBJECT 
REFLECTED IS FAR OFF , — THE REFLECTED IMAGE 
ALWAYS VARIES WITH THE REFLECTING SUR- 
FACE, AS REGARDS ITS LARGENESS, SMALL- 
NESS, ETC , — -NOT SO THE OBJECT RE- 
FLECTED — For these reasons 
oue Reason cannot be re- 
garded as ‘ Inadmissible ’ 

—(2588-2590) 


COMMENTARY. 

In a smaller minor, the face, though really larger, appears as SB “ I,er ;~ 
the tree reflected m water is perceived top downward and as sunk m 



• THE REVEALED -WORD 


1191 




water , — the face reflected m the mirror is perceived as facing the west ; — 
and m water, as being far off , — similarly in such reflecting media as the 
Bright Sword and the like, the Reflected Image appears m varying degrees 
of length, etc m accordance with the nature of the reflecting medium , and 
yet the object reflected does not possess the varying length, etc Thus then, 
the idea that the cognition of the Reflected Image envisages something 
different from the Reflected object, cannot be ‘ inadmissible ’ — (2588-2590) 

In the following Text, the author refutes the charge of ‘ Inconelusiveness ’ 
against his Reason — 


TEXT (2591) 

If, even when what appears in the cognition is something quite 

DIFFERENT FROM THE OBJECT, IT BE REGARDED AS THE COGNITION 
OF THAT OBJECT,— THEN ALL COGNITIONS OF COLOUR, SOUND 
AND OTHER THINGS, WOULD ENVISAGE ALL THINGS (2591) 


COMMENTARY 

That all cognitions would have all things for their object is the Reason 
that serves to annul the conclusion of the other party (2591) 


It has been argued by the MlmSmsala in Text 2218 that “ When 

the eye is slightly pressed by the finger, even a single object is perceived as 
diverse, because of the diversity m the functioning of the eye,— the same 
tiling happens in the case in question also ” 

This also is discarded by what has been said above 


1CAI (2592) 

When the eve is slightly pressed by the finger, if a single object 
perceived as diverse, -that also IS pure illusion, 
entirely baseless —(2592) 

COMMENTARY 

“ Even 'granting "^1,6^^^" 7“*“ ***** th * Ttxt 2225 ' that ~ 
places, there can be no plurality etc etT^ th ® d,fierent 

The answer to this is as follows — 
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text (2593) 

mutually obstructive — ( 2593 ) 

COJQIENTARY 

Granting that the Reflected Image is a real entity , even so several such 
m the sllm8 ^tion, -this is what .3 shown « the 


TEXT (2594) 

Evek if the Reflected Image exists in several places, it varies 

REGARDING ITS LARGENESS, SMALLNESS AND SO FOETH , HENCE 
IT CANNOT BE ONE AND THE SAME — (2694) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ And so forth ’ — includes length, etc 

It might be argued that — *' Even though there is diversity of largeness 
and the rest, yet in some way, on account of all bemg blue, etc , they might 
figure m the same cognition ” 

But even so, that does not prove real one-ness , the one->,ess might be 
assumed, but as regards that, your argument would be futile (as that is 
admitted by us also) 

If the one-ness were real, even when the Images are perceived in different 
places, etc , — then there may be one-ness beffcwwn the Brahmona and the 
Chandala, on the ground of both being men ,— there would he one-ness between 
your mother and your wife, on the ground of both being women ,- — one ness 
also between your mouth and the lower orifice, on the ground of both being 
made up of Earth In fact, the whole universe would be one, on the ground 
of everything being a Entity , and in that ease the contingency of the simul- 
taneous birth and death of things would become irresistible —(2594) 


The following has been urged in the BhSgtja (of Shabara) It might 
bo urged that it is not possible for one and the same thing to be seen simul- 
taneously at several places , but the foolish man who says this should look 
at the sun, where one and the same sun is seen in several places It 

might be that its exact position is not ascertained on account 1 of 1 ’ 
hence there is an illusion The same may be said m regard to the TV ord- 
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Sound also , there is no definite cognition of the exact position ” (Su 1116* 
Translation, pp 36-36) 

The answer to tins is as follows — 


TEXTS (2595-2599) 

The idea that appears in men as to ‘ the sun being over my head 

IS SURELY WRONG , BECAUSE ALL LIVING BEINGS SEE THE SAME 
SUN AT THE SAME TIME, — AND NOT DIFFERENT SUNS , BECAUSE IN 
REALITY NO SECOND SOLAR DISC EXISTS IF IT EXISTED, IT 
WOULD SURELY BE SEEN, AND YET IT IS NOT SEEN , HENCE IT IS 
DEFINITELY CONCLUDED THAT ONLY ONE SUN EXISTS — As REGARDS 

the Word-Sound, however, it has never been definitely ascer- 
tained TO BE ONE AND THE SAME , BECAUSE WHETHER APPEARING 
IN SUCCESSION OR SIMULTANEOUSLY IT IS CLEARLY CHARACTERISED 
BY MULTIPLICITY EVEN WHEN SPEAKERS PRONOUNCE THE LETTER 
‘ GA ’ AT ONE AND THE SAME TIME, THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THEM 
IS CLEARLY APPREHENDED — (2595-2599) 


COMMENTARY 


If the second solar Disc existed, it would be perceptible , but it is never 
perceived , hence it follows with certamtv that it is one only , hence the 
idea that ' the sun is above me ’ is held to be wrong 

The one-ness of the Word-Sound, however, is not recognised in tins 
manner , by virtue of which the idea of its being present in several places 
might be regarded as wrong It is onlv when such one-ness is established 
that the idea of the said presence could be wrong But that one-ness itself 
has not been established 

' s °tar disc '— * The term ‘ravam’ is made up of the noun ‘ran ’with 
the am affix 


Says the Opponent — “ The one-ness of the Word-Sound has certainly 
been definitely established through XecogmUon 

Th th ' S lS ~‘ U has neler been ****** ascertained, etc etc 

has been ahead v rejectd^ °* ReC ° gmtl ° n 85 8 means ° f Bl g ht Cogmtion 

that ev6nwhen 


The following Ten shows that 
pronounced m succession • 


there is diversity also when the letter is 
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TEXT (1600) 

When the Letter is pronounced in succession, one after the 

OTHER, THE DIVERSITY IS NOT ONLY DIRECTLY PERCEIVED, BUT 
ALSO INFERRED THROUGH THE INFERENTIAL INDICATIVE IN THE 
SHAPE OF THE FACT OF THE COGNITIONS APPEARING IN 
SUCCESSION — (2600) 


COMMENTARY 

' A "of only directly perceived ’ , — because even so it is clearly apprehended 
to be diverse, on account of the du ersity in the notes, ‘ Sadja ’ and the rest 
This cannot lie a case of diversity among the manifested , as that idea 
has been already discarded 

1 Through the Inferential Indicatne 1 , — le through Inference also, the 
argument being formulated as folio vs — At the time that a thing doeB not 
come into existence, its cause is not present m an efficient form, — e g visual 
cognition does not appear when the set of its causes is devoid of the 
Eye, even though the other factors are there m the form of the Colour, the 
Light, the mental condition, and so forth , — at the time that the several 
cognitions of the single letter ‘ ga ’ appear, there do not appear those sub 
sequent cognitions uhich are held to follow from the said cognitions,-— 
hence there is non-apprehension of the wider term, the presence of the 
efficient cause being invariably concomitant with coming into existence, and 

the said ‘ presence ’ being not there 

Save the Opponent If what you seek to prove is the negation of the 
presence of the efficient cause m genemi.-then your argument is superfluous, 
becauseeven though the eternal Word-sound is a cause them 
ciency due to the absence of it, auxiliaries whiei s ren< 
the subsequent cognitions impossible , an ns a 

opponent -If, on the other hand, what “ ‘inoonch, 

efficiency of the Word-Sound m pa Wm-. 5 Probandum’ 

give ’ , and the Corroborative Instance » devoid “ ^ . appearance I8 
Because when the Visual Perception oes n ^ due to the 

not due to the deficiency of the cause of the Word Sound , 

deficiency (absence) of the eve ihe fBCt in , t s general aspect 

This is not right What we seek M ^ Because if the eternal 

Kor is our argument * superfluous could our argu ment ho ' snper- 

thing had need of another ca^e, th ^ etemal thmg does not 

{locus’ As a matter of fact 'J™ h a cause could not render 

depend upon another cause , Ud ps that is needed 

anv help to the eternal thing , and it is ° ■ y> , { the Word-Sound, 

otherwise there would be mcongm e cognitions proceeding there- 

L » ■*” ® rs “t i » »» *w*"X ss 
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Even if what is meant to be proved were the deficiency of a particular 
Cause, our argument could not be 1 inconclusive * ; nor would our Corrobora- 
tive Instance be ‘ devoid of the Probaiidum ’ , what is meant is as follows — 
even when one thing is present, if the other thing does not come into 
existence, the former cannot be the cause of the latter, — according to you , 
— e g Visual organ does not appear when Sound is present , — even when the 
particular forms of the letter ‘ Ga ’ are there, the Cognitions held to proceed 
from them do not come into existence , hence there is non-apprehension of 
the wider character. 

Here also the fact of the Eternal Thing not needmg another Cause 
supplies the reason for the annulment of the contrary conclusion The case of 
the Seed in the granary cannot be cited to the contrary ; because the seed can- 
not be the primary cause of the Sprout We desist from labouring this 
point further — (2600) 

It has been argued above, by the MtmSmsala, under Text 2211, that — 
“ Because it is dependent upon the manifesting articulations, therefore it is 
apprehended only at the place where they are, etc etc ” 

Though this idea has been already refuted, the author reverts to it, in 
order to pomt out that the view is open to objection even if there be a 
mamfester for eternal things : — 


TEXTS (2601-2605) 

It mat be that the apprehension of the Word-sound is dependent 

UPON THE MANIFESTING ARTICULATIONS , BUT EVEN SO IT COULD BE 
APPREHENDED ONLY AS IT REALLY EXISTS , OTHERWISE, THE APPRE- 
HENSION WOULD NOT BE OF THAT SOUND AT AT.L , AS ITS FORM WOULD 
NOT FIGURE IN THAT APPREHENSION AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE 

Word-Sound is never apprehended as pervading over the 
whole Alaska Why then does the Word-Sound follow the 

DIVERSITY OF PLACE OF THE ARTICULATION * WHEN MANIFESTED, 
IT WOULD APPEAR BY ITSELF, LIKE THE JaR AND OTHER THINGS. 

All this about the Cause has been said only by way of an 

ELABORATION OF OUR ARGUMENT. In REALITY THE INEFFICIENCY 

of the manifesters has already been proved on the basis of 
the impossibility of manifestation — As regards the directly 
perceptional notion that * THIS IS the same Word-Sound ’, 

—THAT HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED , AND IT STANDS UNREFUTED 

that appearing in diverse places, the Word-Sound must be 
diverse -(2601-2605) 


COMMENTARY. 

^' C a PP re ^ ensl °n of the Word-Sound is dependent upon manifesters 
then, how , it that it is not apprehended as pending the entire £Ta[ 
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wherein it pervades ? Its apprehension must be in that form , otherwise 
there would be incongruities, all this has been explained before And 
yet the Word-Sound is not heard throughout the entire Alaska , hence it 
cannot be right that, the hearing of sound is m accordance with the manifest- 
ing articulation , in fact, the apprehension must follow that Word Sound 
alone of which it is the apprehension Thus alone could there be apprehension 
of the Word-Sound, not otherwise Consequently like the Jar and other 
things, the Word-Sound should alw ays appear in its entire form Such in 
bnef is the sense of the text 

‘ Tat ' — Therefore — (2601-2605) 


It has been argued by the MimamsaLa, under Text 2227, that — “ Just 
as the single person, Devadatta, passing from place to place, one after the 
other, does not become different, so the Word-Sound also doe« not differ 
simply because it is heard m several places ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2606-2607) 


When a man passes from place to place, one after the other,- 

XT IS SO BECAUSE HE IS Df A PERPETUAL FLEX , IF IT WERE NOT SO, 
THERE COULD BE NO SUCH ‘ GOING ’ , IF HE REMAINED FIXED, 
PERMANENTLY, THEN THE MAN, NOT DISSOCIATED FROM HIS 
PREVIOUS POSITION, WOULD CONTINUE TO REMAIN 

there, and as such be could not get at 
another place — (2606-2607) 


COMMENTARY 

In the case of the non-eternal thing, the eternal 

in the shape of being bam m another ptoce, ^ mth ono place, 

- — 19 ^ "* ^ ‘ be “ 

2607 — (2606-2607) 

in under Text 2230 above, that 

It has been argued by the 
“ when a large pit is dug m th ® 

The answer to this is a 
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TEXT (2608) 

Alaska BEING INDEFINABLE AND VAGUE, THERE CAN BE NO ‘MANI- 
FESTATION ’ OF IT , AND AS IT IS BEYOND THE REACH OF THE 
SENSES, IVHAT IS SEEN IN THE PIT, IS NOT Akasha, BUT 

Light —(2608) 

COMMENTARY 

It cannot be proved that Akasha is a positive entity , hence there con 
be no ‘ manifestation ’ of it , specially as there is the idea of Alaska only 
when there is nothing tangible perceived ; for instance, m deep darkness, 
when people do not meet with anv obstruction, they are found to say — 
' there is nothing here, it is mere Alaska ’ 

Even for those who regard Alaska as a positive entity, it is beyond 
the reach of the senses , how then could there be any cognition of Alaska ^ — 
This is what is meant by the words — 1 As it is beyond the reach of the senses, 
etc etc ’ 

Question — “ If this is so, then what is it that is seen in. the pit ? " 

Answer —It ib only Light that is seen —(2608) 


The following texts pomt out that— even if Alaska is a positive entity, 
there can be no manifestation of it— 


FimmER AS IN THE CASE OF THE WORD-SODND, SO IN THE CASE OF 
~S a ALSO, THERE CAN BE NO “'MANIFESTATION ’ ; SUCH ’ MANI- 
FESTATION would mean Cognition , and this would be ever- 

AS 1TS CATOE IVOULD BE ALWAYS THERE — JUST AS, IN 

° A 3E 0F 1311 ^ 0RD i there can be no mamfester , — so it can- 

AP P E B ABrTr™^l KESEST CASI: ALS0 ’ AND ikee ^ty,itjs an illusion 
appearing, through extraneous circumstances, in regard to 

TrZ ™ °! "* W0RD ' S0 - D Hence the conclusion 

wSaSS T® AND ^ EEST ARE phoperties 

HONS WERE THE ^ f COt7LD BE S ° 0NLY 15 THE ^BHOULA- 

COMMENTARY. 
tFhey could be so *■ — 1 a TiAn<rfK ^ , , , 

‘ This ’ — the idea that theT*’ e f' couW be Properties of Articulation. 
Sound — (2609-2611) Articulations are mamfesters of the Word- 

whose rehi^ott s b de^ t 5™ a T ^ ™ 223i ’ that ~“ a "ord 

expressive, etc etc ” n has not been apprehended can never be 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXTS (2612-2613) 

“ W£D BEF0BE WORDS AND THINGS 

JZ :™" DI ™ NT FE ° ,f ° NE «<>**» ARE CAPABLE 

’ E °' , r mM - mr - SA " T - Hence IT is not tree that 

the Wore becomes expressive only when its rela- 
tionmiip to its denotation has bees apprehended 
Because, as already explained before, in 

REALITY, THE WORD BY ITSELF, IS SOT EXPRES- 
SIVE AT ALL— (2612-2613) 


COMMENTARY 

TIip sen«e of tins is brief]! ns follows —If «hat you are urging la the 
contingonej that thorn would bo no real denotative relationship between the 
W ord ond its denotation, — then \our argument is futile, because under the 
chapter oil II orrt, t ho idea of the 1 17m\ ersal *, or the ‘ Specific Individuality * 
of Hungs, being denoted bv words lias been refuted at length 

If w hat j on are urging is m regard to tile illusory denotative relationship, 
then jour Reason is ‘ Inconclusive ’ Because, as a matter of fact, there are 
certain things which, though entirely different from one another, serve to 
bring about cognitions of the same form , and these would bring about the 
illusorj denotata c relationship between the IVord and its meaning ,— -as we 
Jinx e nlrcadj explained m course of the discussion on 1 Apoha ’ Consequently, 
ns against the Buddhists, who are upholders of the doctrine of Apoha, all 
that has been urged is ontirelj’ worthless and flickers only for a moment — 
(2012-2013) 


The following texts explain the possibility of ‘Denotation ’ on the basis 
of Illusion — 

TEXTS (2614-2616) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, ALL COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY WORDS ARE 
EXPRESSIVE OF WHAT IS UNREAL , BECAUSE OF THE FACT THAT THERE 
CAS BE SO DENOTATION OF THE * UNIVERSAL * OR OF THE ‘ SpEdHO 
Individuality ’ and such things , but even though in beauty, 

THERE IS DIVERSITY, PEOPLE, THROUGH ILLUSION, COME TO TBEA 
AND SPEAK OF THE WORD-' COW ' FOR INSTANCE, -AS One ONLY,- 

regarding all as the same -This much of what has been said 
BY THE great BbXhmana oh » •»— J 

DIVERSITY OF WORDS IS ENTIRELY BASELESS -(2614-(2616) 


COMMENTARY 

,, , , -, irl , > (Illusory) which, by its appearance, 
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festing the real character of the th.ng , and it is purely 1 fanciful ’ , hence 
the form of things that is presented by such an idea is called ‘ Samaria, 

‘ illusory,’ ' fanciful ’ 

This is what is meant by ‘ illusory existence ’ , it is not real , in reality, 
it does not exist , and all * illusory cognition ’ is devoid of objective basis 
(2614-2616) 

The following might be urged — “ If the one-ness of the 11 ord is not 
real, — then how is it that words accomplish the purpose of affirming and 
denying things, — through mere (illusory) imposition '' ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXTS (2617-2618) 

For instance, the shaking of the hand and such gestures are not 

REGARDED AS ONE AND THE SAME (AND YET THEY INDICATE AFFIRMA- 
TION AND DENIAL). The COGNITIONS OF THE WORD-SOUND THAT 
ARE PRODUCED HAVE THE VARYING CHARACTERISTICS OF LENGTH, 
SHORTNESS, ETC — [WHICH ALSO SHOWS THAT THE WORD IS NOT 
one ], — THE IDEA THAT TEE ONE WORD IS VARIOUSLY ‘ MANI- 
FESTED ’ HAS BEEN DISCARDED THERE IS NO ’ COMMONALTY ’ 
(COMMON CHARACTER) PERCEPTIBLE IN THE SEVERAL APPEARANCES 
OF THE WORD , AND IT IS ONLY THROUGH CONVENTION THAT THEY 
BECOME AIDS TO THE COGNITION OF DENIAL, AFFIRMATION AND THE 

REST— (2617-2618) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Such gestures ' — such as winking of the eyes, etc 

‘ IF life such varying characteristics as length, etc ’ — this has to be construed 
with ‘ buddhibhedatah, ' ‘ the cognitions, etc.’ 

Nor can these characteristics be due to variations m the 1 mamfester ’ , as 
the very idea of such * manifestation ’ has been discarded — -* Tadvyaktih 
— manifestation of the eternal thing (Word-Sound) 

Nor can the Word serve as the basis of usage through a commonalty ; 
as no such 1 commonalty ’ is known , and a * commonalty ’ that rs not 
known cannot form the basis of usage ; as in that case, the usage would go 
on for all time. 

‘ Aids to the cognition af denial, etc etc ' — The ‘etc ’ includes affirmation. 
Permission, request and so forth — The 1 qati ’ of these is their cognition, 
comprehension ; — the ‘aid’ to this is its cause — It is the shaking of the 
hand, etc that become such aids — What is meant is that the same would be 
the case with words also.— (2617-2618) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsaha, under Text 2262, that — “For 
these reasons the relationship between the Word and its meaning is declared 
to be eternal ” 

The answer to this is as follows , — 
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TEXT (2619) 

It has been already expluned that words do not bring about 

TUT COGNITION 01 THINGS DIRECTLY, — BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE BETWEEN WORDS AND EXTERNAL 
THINGS , ALL THAT THE WORDS DO IS TO INDICATE THE 
PRESENCE (in the speaker) OF THE desire to 
spent, (of things) — (2619) 


COMMENTARY 

An n unit for of fnel . f hero is no real connection between the Word and the 
I lime expressed b\ it, — wlncli could lie either eternal or non eternal Because 
it ik not the external objects that words denote, ns there is no invariable 
concomitance betnoen tliem, ns has been prowouslv explained under the 
chapter on • Word ' And if words were to denote things without such 
concomitance, then there would be incongruities 

Question — " If tlmt is so, then wliat is it that the words express " » 

•ltiwcr * All that (he vords do clc etc ’—this ‘desire to speak’ also, 

thov 'point to. not ns something denoted In them , they only serve as signs 
imhcnln o of it Tlmt is wh> thov has e been spoken of as indicating the 
Desire to Speak What happens is that when the Word is »tteml, there 
nppenrs » > conception ’ emisaging the object, and not envisaging the 
,1 Speak and What ,s not cm .snged by the Word when beard, -how can that 
be regarded os * denoted 1 b\ it ? (2G19) 

that Desire ’ ” 

A newer — 

TEXT (2620) 

__ Perception and Non- 

Words are depinutelyknov to Speak, 

affrehension-as the oj ™* 

hence between them the relahonshw i 
THAT OF G&VM art ^ ^ 


COMMENTARY 


A, . radttr ol I««. It-™'" 1 '": ®“* ’ 

, ta SSfflS ZSSZfcttZXZZ - 

approhonsion ” follows — 

The answer to that 
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TEXT (2621) 

It is only when the man has definitely recognised the said 

CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP THROUGH CONVENTION THAT HE COMPRE- 
HENDS, from Words, the Desire to Speak , as in the case 
OF THE GESTURES OF THE HAND — (2621) 

COMMENTARY 

The idea is as follows ’ The causal relation that has been recognised is 
with mere * Desire to Speak ’ in general , as for the said relation with a 
particular ‘ Desire to Speak as this would naturally be present in the ‘ sub- 
jective chain’ of another person (to whom the words are spoken), it could 
not be known except through Convention ; hence it is for the due ascertain- 
ment of this that the Convention is made 

Says the Opponent — “ How can this be ascertained through Convention 
also » If, at the time of the making of the Convention, the particular desire 
of the other person to speak were the means of bringing about the Cognition, 
then it might be that the Convention thereupon would, at the time of usage, 
serve to bring about the Cognition of the particular desire to speak As it is, 
however, the said means is not there yet Because the Convention cannot 
he made without pronouncing the Word , so that if the particular ‘ desire to 
speak’ were also comprehended from the same word, then there would be 
mutual interdependence. Because through Convention, the Word would 
indicate the particular Desire, and the Convention cannot be made without 
the Cognition of the particular and general desire to speak , hence there would 
be clear mutual interdependence ", 

This does not affect our position. As a matter of fact, the whole 
verbal usage is admitted only on the basis of one’s own impressions , because 
it is radically wrong, illusory, — like the ideas of the man with the blurred 
vision having the idea of * two moons *. Where then does the point of tl e 
objection he i 

Nor indeed is the Word the only means of knowing the particular * Desire 
to Speak ’, m all cases Because there are other ways also m which the 
Convention can be made, — such as actually pointing to the thing, through 
Context, etc by positing a special meaning and thereby indicating the 
particular ‘ Desire to Speak 

Thus there would be no mutual interdependence. 

Then again, to you also, who uphold the affirmative view, the objection 
18 equally applicable, that the Cognition of one man not bruigmg about the 
Cognition m another man. how can there be any certainty as to the speaker 
and the hearer having the Cognition of the same thing r — And without the 
common Cognition of such a thing , there can be no Convention. 

The answer that you would make to this objection would be our answer 
also to your objection. 

The following might be urged — “ As the Word does not enter into the 
Desire to Speak how can it have any connection with this desire ascertained 
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through Convention ’ Any Convention that is made here cannot be rndica 
tive of anv other meaning , if it did, there would be incongruities 

This does not affect our position What, js meant here by the term 
‘ Depiro to Speak ' is that which, even when m confusion as to being in the 
form of the object or in its own form, does not vary with it Because in 
reality it is onh this that has the nature of the * Desire to Speak ’. 

And it is tins particular form of the ‘ Desire to Speak ‘ that is meant 
here Convention also is mode m relation to this Desire, not in regard to 
the Specific Individuality of tilings , and hence that same particular Desire 
is what is indicated by the word Thus alone is it possible for it to be con- 
ceived of in that form Mere desire in general cannot be expressed bv the 
word , as lias been explained above — (2621 ) 


Question — “ If. as just explained, the causal relation of the Word is 
onh with such form of the Object as vanes with the speaker’s ‘ desire to 
speak then, lion is it that m several places, great teachers have declared 
the relationship of the Word to consist m the Convention itself,— or to be 
based upon Convention » ” 

Ansuer — 

TEXTS (2622-2623) 

It is only when the Convention is these that there cosies about 
the causal relationship of the Word with the object varying 

WITH THE SPEAKER’S INTENTIONS IT IS OK THIS ACCOUNT 
THAT IT HAS BEEN DECLARED TO BE ‘ DUE TO CONVENTION , 

and inasmuch as it is manifested by Convention, 
the said relationship cosies to be spoken of 

as ‘ Convention ’itself,— but not directly, 

(ONLY figukatiyely) -(2622.2623) 

COMMENTARY 

1 ■ that which comes about— is present— 

■ Samayila ’, ‘ conventional , » ^ ^ fhg mmd of tIie hearer, 

when the ‘ Samaya ’-Convention _ P , ^ ^ nomjnal Than' 

The term is formed from the noun ' stobe „ 8e dm the sense of mereprreenre. 
Though tins affix has been ordal “ bat ween presence and coming into 

vet, m reahty, there being no difference ^ ^ 

existence, m the present instence.it ^ • rfiam ’ of the Speaker , 

The Convention itself is pres ^ by tbat> the relationship cornea 

and as the said relationship « ^ ojflv figurat ive1y And it is 

t0 be spoken ° { J t he Word is used, as it appears odv at 

v there is no real relationship 

Savs the ^a^sal^P 

betn een the Object and the Wo , 
come about 5 

Ansuer — 
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TEXT (2624) 

The relation of Caitse and Effect is not anything different 

FROM THE THINGS THAT ARE THE CAUSE AND THE EFFECT , IT 
IS THESE THINGS THEMSELVES THAT ARE SPOKEN OF 

as stjoh — (2624) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ The Came and the Effect ’— i e the two things of which one is the 
Cause and another the Effect 

‘ spoken of as such ’ — as ‘ Causal relation etc —for the sake of brevity 
—(2624) 


Says the Opponent — “ If that is so, then as they vary with each individual 
person, how could both the speaker and hearer recognise the same Relhtion- 
ship 1 For instance, the idea present m the speaker’s mind is that * I am 
speaking of the same thing and by the same word that I knew at the tune 
of the Convention ’ ,— and in the mind of the Hearer also, the idea is that 
‘ this man is speaking of the same thing by the same word ’ If it were not 
so, then the cause (word) and the effect (cognition of the thing) being m 
two different places, how could there be any Usage at all ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2625) 

Each of the two is apprehended by dull-witted men as one 

AND THE SAME , THUS IT IS THAT IT IS HELD TO CONTINUE DURING 
ALL THE TIME FROM THE CONVENTION TO THE USAGE — 

(2625) 


COMMENTARY 

' Dua-vnUed men ’—a e people under illusion 
Bate ’ — apprehended 

the Tb7t,L ^ 'T* taken — 1 >ccupied-by the Convention and 

era. “* “> 
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TEXT (2626) 

It is hot possible fob the Relationship to be real and one Because 

THE THINGS DENOTED BEING DISTINCT AND DIVERSE, THEBE 

-(2626) 


WOULD BE NO RELATIONSHIP AT ALL - 


COSniEXTARY 

The one Relationship, vrhen there, could subsist either m different, 
or non-different things — It cannot subsist in different things , because each 
thing rests within itself in its own distinct form , and there can be no inter- 
mixture — If it were m non-different things, then, as the entity would he 
one onli , wherewith would there be anv Relationship ’ So that there would 
be no Relationship at all — (2628) 

The Mimamsala has raised the objection against the view that the 
Relationship consists of the Convention, under Text 2254, —to the efiect that 

“ i 6 this Convention made for each mortal being or for each utterance of 

the Word ? and so forth ” 

It is pointed out m the following texts that this argument is entirely 
* futile 

TEXTS (2627-2629) 

As REGARDS THE ASSERTION THAT THE CONVENTION BEING HADE 
NOR EACH MORTAL BEING, OB BOB EACH UTTERANCE, ^ ETC - 
HAS BEEN MADE WITHOUT KNOWLEDGE OF THE VIEW OF THE OTHER 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE CONVENTION AS CONSTITU^NG 

THE RELATIONSHIP DOES NOT BELONG TO THE 

and its to* manifest 

itonship between thi s R^ttonship also is not direct 

(INDICATE) THE OTHER , A- CONVENTION TO PERTAIN 

-Nor do the other to them) is the Conven- 

to each utterance 0 ( BEISGj AT the beginning of 

tion made bn God > ob *’ b BeiS gs has been already 

CREATION , AS THE IDEA SCCB 

bejected. — >(2627-2629) 

commentary 

What the author means -th^econto^ncy that JSSS 

the JWiwjamsata does not affee e the Word and Meaning is 

would be iGoongnutes Conventlo n made for - c ^^" ho wn 

It lias been ashed- alternative views have been 

at the time of creation -^ ere 
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The answer to that is that this does not affect our position, as we do not 
accept either of these views This is what is said in the words ‘ Nor do the other 
party, etc etc ’ — ‘ Enam ’ stands for the Convention — ‘ Pare ' — Buddhists 
— ‘ God or any other beings ’ — -i e God, Brahma and so forth — (2627—2629) 

It has been argued by the Mlmarnmka, under Text 2255, — “ Would the 
Relationship vary with each bemg or would it be one only for all, etc etc ? ” 
The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (2630) 

The Relationship with each being must be different, because of 
‘ Perpetual Elux ’ , as for the idea of ‘ similarity 
that is not incompatible with difference — (2630) 

COMMENTARY. 

The second view is the one that is favoured It would not involve the 
contingency of then- bemg cognised as different , because, even when there is 
difference, there can be nothing incongruous m their bBing regarded as 
similar Hence when the Mimamsala said (in Text 2256) that ‘ there should 
be some idea of difference 1 he said what was ‘ inconclusive ’ —(2630) 

The following might be urged— "The Perpetual Flux is not admitted 
by us , why then should yon say that it must be different on account of 
Perpetual Flux ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (2631) 

The Cognitions of things clearly appear in succession , hence 
they declare that (Relationship) also to be successive 

OTHERWISE THERE WOULD BE NO SUCCESSION 

—(2631) 


COMMENTARY 

j Tasg&pi ’ — stands for the Relationships 
, * hwh ’—they (Buddhists) explain it as such 

also S thCTe " 0uld be n ° •"«—» » the Cognitions 

*here I louM b ll en rf H r5U6d ^ ‘ h ° under Text 2256, that-" As 

njof thc lutL erenCe M : tWeen the Ideas ° f the S P eaker the Hearer 
tne use of the Word would become vitiated, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows •— 

30 
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TEXTS (2632-2635) 

As THE UNDERSTANDING IS COME TO BY MANY PERSONS AT ONE AND THE 
SAME TIME, THE CONVENTION IS NOT HELD TO BE DIFFERENT (WITH 
EACH INDIVIDUAL) , JUST AS IN THE CASE OP THE ONE Blue-poml 

It is not that one Connection or Relationship is present 

IN THE MIND OF THE SPEAKER, AND AN ENTIRELY DIFFERENT ONE IN 

that of the Hearer , because it is of one and the same form 
and is present, as such, in the minds of both When the 
Speaker proceeds to lay down a connection for the benefit 
of the Hearer, he lays down only that connection which 
has been known to himself from before Thus inasmuch 
as its Recognition always appears in the same form — even 
when the Word, etc are different, he comes to cognise the 
oneness (of the Connection) — (2632-2635) 


COMMENTARY 


Just as the Blue-point, even when seen by several people, does not 
become diverse,— similarly, even when the Convention regarding the connec- 
tion is made by several people, the connected (Word) will not become diverse , 
what to say of the case where only two persons are concerned ? That, is to 
say, all the persons have the same notion regarding it Consequently, the 
connection for the Hearer would not be different from that of the Speaker 
(2632-2635) 


It has been argued by the MimSmala, under Text ~25S that- JK 
be argued that the same arguments apply to the Jar, ete also then 
answer is that it is not so, because what is recognised in the case of 
is the Universal, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (2636-2639) 

regards the Jar ^ Universal ') 

been already discarded -The Substances -Sob » 

- ** — io BE ±r£r*o 2ST™*- - — «*• 

THE CAPACITY OF THE JAB, J ab , ETC -ABE NON- 

known from ITS , THEN| like it, they also 

DIFFERENT FROM THE ^ DIFFERENT FROM THE 

SHOULD be eternal if then then ^ oBJEmo> - s relating 
‘Universal’, then the Relationship 

TO THE RELATION UNIVERSAL WOULD BE NON- 

WERE SOMETHING PRODUCED, THEN THE 
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ETERNAL HENCE THE CAPACITY {OF THE JaE) TO COSTAIN THE 

WATER CANNOT BE DUE TO THE ‘ UNIVEBSAi EVEN IF THE JaB 

ETC WEBE DIFFERENT, — THEBE WOULD SUBELY BE ALL THESE 
OBJECTIONS BEGARDING THE ‘ CAPACITY ’ , AND THE EFFECTS OF 
THIS ‘ CAPACITY in the shape of the containing of water, ETC 
WOULD THUS HATE TO BE BEGARDED AS ETERNAL (2636-2639) 

COMMENTARY 

Already discarded m course of the examination of the ‘ Universal 
The refutation of the 1 Universal ' is briefly set forth here also ‘ The 
Unuersal is not, etc etc ’ — You , Al-hnamsaka, do not hold the universal 
to be a quality of the material substances, — earth, water, etc — like their 
dark colour, etc , — as something distinct from those substances — Though 
it is held to be visible, it is never seen. 

Nor can it be right to regard it as non-difierent from these , as m that 
case the particular material thing also — like the Jar — would have to be 
regarded as eternal, just like its Universal 

Even when it is regarded as different from these things,— it becomes 
open to the objection that there can be no relationship between them. 
Between two different things, the only relation possible is the causal one — 
that the one should be produced by the other ; so that if the Universal were 
regarded as -produced by the Individual things, — then the Universal would 
become non-eternal, on account of its liability to being produced, like the 
Jar 

In some places, the reading is ‘ nityata * etemality ’, for ‘ amtyata ’, 
non-etemahty ’ , the meaning in that case is as follows — If it is held that 
the Jar, etc are produced from the Universal, then the Jar, etc would have to 
regarded as eternal , that is, this cause being always there, the Jar, etc would 
be there at all times 

If the Universal (or the Jar) be regarded as being of the nature of both, 
then it becomes open to the objections that relate to both , — and it also 
leads to its being deprived of its one-ness ; because one and the same tlnng 
cannot be of the nature of two things So that the two would be two 
distinct entities,— and not one, of the nature of both If the thing be held to 
be neither the one nor the other, then it ceases to be an entity It has also to 
be pointed out that one and the same thing cannot be both positive and 
negative 

All these objections ’ — m the shape of (1) absence of relationship, (2) 
the contingency of bemg eternal and so forth —There is the additional objec- 
tion that the work of containing -water , etc also would have to be regarded 
as eternal — (2636-2639) 


It has been argued by the Jfimuwi«riUi, under Text 2262, that—" the 
Connection is only a land of Potency, etc etc.” 

The answer to this is as follows" — 
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TEXTS (2640-2641) 

° IF “s™ to ee some BKiKonoK. tbe>s 

COLLD BE SO CONNECTION BETWEEN THE PoiEXCV 
AM> THOSE two —It n to* somebux-g 
PRODUCED THEN- IT COULD SOT BE ETEB- 
^ AD , ASD THEBE IS SO OTBEB 
POSSIBILITY EOS ANYTHING — 

(2640-2641) 




‘Me™ < 8 no otter, etc. efc '-There being object, onA^s expiated 
before- t o the Potency being or not being of the nature of both,_(2B4t>- 


It has been argued by the Slimdmsala, under Text 22B4, that “ At 

the time that the Connection is asserted, etc etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2642-2648) 

At THE TDIB OP THE ASSERTION OP THE COXTiECIIOX WEES THE WORD 
‘ COW ’ IS UTTERED, SOME PEOPLE, WHO ABB COGNISANT OP THE CON- 
NECTION, COMPREHEND ITS MEAXZNG,— -WHILE OTHERS DO SOT : AND 

THE REASON FOB THIS LIES IX THE PRESENCE OF THE CONNECTION IX 
TKE FORM AXD AIAXXER IS WHICH IT HAS BEES MADE EXOWX 

Under your view op the ‘Connection’, however, all hex 

SHOULD COMPREHEND THE MEANING , BECAUSE ACCOBDISG TO TOC. 

the Connection coxsiSTS op Patency oslt, and Potexct is 

ETEBKAL , SO THAT IT SHOULD BE ABLE TO 3RIXG ABOUT THE CDGN3- 
TIOX OF THE MEANING AT ALL TIMES , OR, OTHERWISE, IT SHOULD 
NOT BE FREE FROM LDHTAHOXS — IF BEING ETERNAL, IT WERE 
TREE FROM LIMITATIONS, — WHY SHOULD NOT ALL MEN COMPREHEND 
THE MEANING OF THE WORD * — If, ON THE OTHER HAND, IT HAS 
LIMITATIONS,— WHAT WOULD BE THE REASON FOR SUCH LIMITATION, 
WHEN IT IS IN THE NATURE OF THE POTENCY ITSELF 1 -4 MAS WHO 
HAS NO KNOWLEDGE OP THE CONVENTION (BEATING ON THE WORD) 
OR WHEN HE HAS FORGOTTEN IT,— DOES THE COGNITION OF THE 

MEANING APPEAR IN THE SAME ONE HAS * BECAUSE THE POTENCY 
RESTRICTED TO THE PRODUCTION OF THAT COGNITION IS THEBE 
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ATT, the time —tee idea is that tee eternal Potency is effec- 

TTTE ONLY WHEN IT IS ITSELF KNOWN, — SO TEAT, IF THE LltOWH 

Potency be different fkom tee unknown one, — then it loses its 

ETERNALITY — TV H I r.F. IF IT IS TEE SAME, WHY IS THIS DISTINCTION 

SET FOETH ! — (2642-2648) 

COmffiKTARY. 

The proper idea would be that some people comprehend the meaning of 
words through that relationship of cause and effect which might he there ; 
because the fact always remains that such relationship is the means of such 
comprehension. 

But as regards the Relationship that you posit, everything is wrong. 
This is what is pointed out by the words — 1 Under your view of the Connection 
however, etc etc ' That is (in the case of words) the Connection is held to be 
a form of Potency, — and Potency is described as productive capacity , — and 
this capacity is held to he eternal and uniform , — and always restricted to 
the bringing about of the cognition of the meaning 

Now the question that arises is — Being thus restricted to the bringing 
about of the Cognition of the meaning, — is this Potency held to be witJiout 
limitations, — not. limited to a few persons only— or is it otherwise * These 
are the only possible alternatives. 

Under the first alternative (that it is without limitations), all men would 
have the Cognition of the meaning at one and the same time — -Under the 
second alternative also, the cause that serves to restrict the said productiveness 
of the Potency to certain persons has got to he pointed out , because m the 
case of all evanescent effects, there are always certain causal factors that go 
to regulate and restrict their productivity , not so m the case of eternal 
things 

The following might be urged — “ In the case of eternal things also, 
their very nature is such that they bring about only certain effects, not all. 
And certainly no one can object to the nature of things ” 

In that case, if such is its nature by itself, independently of other things, 
then prior to the knowledge of the Com ention, or on forgetting the Conven- 
tion — under such conditions also, the man who has comprehended that 
restricted meaning would continue to do so for all time , because the capacity 
of the Potency to produce that particular cognition would remain there 
permanently 

The following might be urged — “ As the Potency brings about the 
Cognmon the Potency m the shape of the Relationship can bring about 
Cogmt-on onh after it has itself been recognised, — not uhile it itself 
remains uncogmscd , hence the incongruity pointed out does not arise ”. 

This is not right If it is held that the Potency as l noun differs from 
t ic Potency as unknoicn, — then it loses its eternality — If there is no dif- 
ference between them, there is no justification for making any such distinction 
as -he Potency known ’ and 1 Potency unknown ’. Because for the same 
pe--c>n. one and the same thing cannot have the two mutually contradictory 
characters of being l-noicn and unibum n — (2Gi2-2648) 
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1 hon again, the Potency ft ould be Intrant only when the means of know- 
ing it would bo thoro , as a matter of fact, however, this means is not there 
— With this idea, the Author puts the following question — 


TEXT (2649) 

Further, by what means does the Potency become knows (2649) 
COMMENTARY. 

In the follouing Texts, the Author sets forth in detail the answer from 
tlio uew-pomt of the other parts (the Mimamsaka) — 


TEXTS (2640-2651) 

“ It is by means or Presumption —the process being as roixows •— 

THE MAX PERCEIVES THE WoRD-SOttXD, THE EXPERIENCED MAX 
(PRONOUNCING THE WORD) AND THE THING SPOKEN OP — THROUGH 
Soi.sc-pcrccplwn THE FACT OF THE HEARER HAVING COMPREHENDED 

■ Tm meaning is cognised through Inference from his achtux 
and the dual Potency is cognised through the fact of the 
phenomenon not being capabee of ANY OTHER EXPIRATION - 
THUS IT is BY Presumption that they recognise the Rpwtion- 
S1IIP VOUCHED FOR BY THE THREE MEANS OF COGNITION 
„ irida — SambandhSl sepapariham, 140-141]— (2G49--6o ) 


COMMENTARY 

The process of “allf ttoit^ 0 ^ ^ 

described bv Kvmanla ) ,„ an who pronounces the 

cogmses the iron? (pronounc J. through Inference, through the 

word, and the At* * f** t!le ’ aBtm ty(o! the man), it is known 

Inferential Indicative m the shape of Word, -the ‘acti- 

that the Hearer has , m the sense of what is instrumental 

vity ’ is spoken of as Inference > _ th tlirollgh Presumption, 

m bringing nhout the Inferential Cogmti^ ^ Word and the 

he cognises the Potency as dual through Resumption, it 

kssjs — — - 

—( 2049 - 2631 ) 

* n,,th the objection to the above view - 

The following Text sets forth the odj 
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TEXT (2652) 

The Potency cannot be cognised in the manner suggested , because 

THE PHENOMENON IS QUITE EXPLICABLE OTHERWISE , FOB INSTANCE, 
THEBE IS NO DIFFICULTY IN THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING 
OF THE WOBD FROM THE WORD ITSELF AS AIDED BY 

Convention. — (2652) 

COMMENTARY 

This shows the inconclusive character of the Presumption (cited by the 
Mimamsaka ) ; — the sense is that even without the eternal Relationship, 
the phenomenon of comprehension of the meaning of words can be explained 
as shown — (2662) 

The assumption of the Potency is not right, — not only because there is 
nothing to prove its existence, but also because the very notion of it is 
annulled by proofs — This is what is shown m the following . — 


TEXTS (2653-2655) 

Under the view that the Potency is eternal, there can -be no 

NEED FOR ANYTHING IN THE SHAPE OF CONVENTION AND THE REST , 
AND THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANING OF THE WORD WOULD 
BE THERE AT A LL TIMES — If A WORD HAD T HU POTENCY OF 
EXPRESSING OTHER MEANINGS ALSO, — AS IN THE CASE OF THE 
WORDS ‘ Kali ’ AND ‘ M&rya ’ — IT COULD NOT BRING ABOUT 

the Cognition of those other meanings , as the 
Potency of the Word is restricted —Is the Potency- 
held to be indicative of the several meanings, 

ONE OR DIVERSE * If IT IS One, THEN AT ONE AND 
THE SAME TIME, THERE SHOULD BE COMPREHENSION 
OF THE SEVERAL MEANINGS OF THE ONE WOBD 
all AT ONCE.— (2653-2655) 


COMMENTARY 

of T y bB ioTmu]ated ™ — Words that are expressive 

o things through the aid of Convention cannot have any eternal relation- 

w2T?L g ™ T 03 ' g ™' and the I*e,-all Vedic as well as secular 
Convention —I ^ expro5Slvo of meanings through the help of 

, , lenc ? there ls apprehension of what is concomitant with the 

relations! 1 * dependence * being included under ‘presence of non-eternal 
m, 110 1 ls eontrary ’ to the * presence of eternal relationship ’ 

onlvTtfr ' S g ° mg to be P rovsd Iater on On the present occasion 

Invariable Concomitance is pointed out It is through Relationship 
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m the form of Po'eney, — which is what brings about the comprehension of the 
meanmg, — that Words ore held to have a permanent relationship ; — iims 
Potency , being eternal, cannot be helped by anything else, — hence if 
cannot need any such aids as the Convention and the like "Under the 
circumstances, the comprehension of the meaning of the word should be there 
ni all times 

Further, such b Potency could either be restricted to one meaning or 
restricted to several meanings T — If it is restricted to several meanings is 
tho potency of one Word to bring about the cognition oi the several meanings 
one or sc* era I ? — The^e are the only alternatives possible 

Under the first alternative, there could be no comprehension oi mea nin gs 
as is found m such cases as — when a different Convention has been set 
up in reference to diverse times and places, the Word actually expresses 
another meaning; os for instance, m the case of the words *£<ah 7 and 
* J f&rytx 9 as used among the Dravidas and the xlryas, which respectively 
denote (among one people) ‘the last point of tune (death !) and the Peril 
of too much Ram’ (■>),— no comprehension would be possible as the 
Potency will have been restricted to one meaning only: as in ihe 
case of the Eye and other organs of perception ; the Eye certainly is not 
capable of being made by Convention to bring abox» the apprehension oi 


Taste, etc _ 

Under tho second alternative also, there would be the posribahrr oi ah 

men comprehending the mewing o£ the Word at one and the 

This is what ,s pointed out by the words-' Oflhe one verd, etc. etc. .-{-653- 


2655) 


Another objection is pointed out against the same new - 


TESTS (2656-2957) 

* „ < *J “ * '« 

Tie !» ™ - =»- 

S™ » = »»» »» »* °rT' 

DEN-T EPOS Casrzsnos, tbes rr woexj> be i®*®t 

. rm'PTTR ■ A>’D BEETS MpfA H COUED 

best upo:n a HELPER ^ r 

stomaSEST. EXEBSAL— (26o6-_SaO 


vnT ffR 


COMMENTSRS. 

* for Oat ’-te for the comprehension oi the meaning 

isask*. “ *** reas ° u the poten<7 031111 

‘helped’ — (2656-265/) _ 

Even granting the dependence ofthe Potency upon Convents, 
Author points out another objection . 
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TEXT (2658). 

Inasmuch as the Convention that serves to indicate the meaning 

IS DEPENDENT UPON MAN,— THERE WOULD BE POSSIBILITY OP 

‘falsity' (mistake) in the Potency, even though 
BORN OTHERWISE. — (2658) 


COMMENTARY 

With the view that you may have a clear and correct conception of the 
meanings of words, you have discarded the agency of man (in the matter of 
the Potency of words), regarding him as the source of confusion and mistake 
— -But when words used by certain persons become confounded regarding 
their exact signification, — then the Vedic scholars would have an equal 
Cognition of all those significations, and would they not themselves make a 
confusion among them 9 Specially as those people would not be cognisant 
of the truth Thus then the Convention would be dependent upon the 
whims of men , and who could restrain tins whim whence it has begun to 
operate, m the case of men ignorant of the truth * — Thus the Convention 
bom of the unrestrained whim would itself be unrestrained and hostile • 
and being so, why should it avoid the wrong signification ? — (2658) 

Taking for granted (for the sake of argument) that the Word has the 
Potency of expressing several meanings, — the Author proceeds to point out 
another objection • — 

TEXTS (2659-2660) 

A. SINGLE WORD MAY HAVE THE POTENCY TO EXPRESS SEVERAL MEANINGS.' 

Even so, such things as the ‘ Agnihotra ’ and the like, cannot 

ALL BE OF USE TO ALL MEN , BECAUSE IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THEY 
MAY EXPRESS THINGS CONTRARY TO "WHAT IS DESIRED BY A 
CERTAIN PERSON HENCE YOUR ASSUMPTION OP AN 
ETERNAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE WORD 
AND ITS MEANING IS ENTIRELY FUTILE 

(2659-2660) 


COMMENTARY 

inns -thl * boug51 J ords “ay have the capacity of expressing several mean- 
as^he causM effl denoted hy them are not capable of all effective actions , 
them h ‘ e r ° f / 11 tlUngS 18 res “ » * not so, then 

one wishes to destrwiwe 01 nondestructive — Thus then, when 

fruitful act— ami a 0 something capable of accomplishing a particular 
a Word which h pr °° eeds to set ' about the Convention m connection with 
eet „p only tat ^ .T™ iS C8pBb,e ° f things, -he should 

of onK- that mrt m ™ tlon which would be conducive to the expression 

ITS he deOTes to speak of ; ~ but eou,d 

Thus, there being a possibility of mistake, there is no 
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point m assuming an eternal relationship between Words and Meanings — 
(266&-2CG0) 

The author again proceeds to point out the futility of the assumption — 


TEXTS (2661-2062) 

When there is need for the Convention, why are you seeking to 

BOLSTER UP, WITHOUT REASON, THE 1 RELATIONSHIP ’ IN THE SHAPE 
01 THE ETERNAL POTENCY ? — In THE NATTER OF EXPRESSING / 
THE MEANING, THERE IS NOT FOUND, APART FROM CON- 
VENTION, ANY OPERATION OF SUCH A FULL-FLEDGED 
ENTITY AS THE ‘ RELATIONSHIP ’ — (2661-2662) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Relationship, by its mere presence, were the cause of the cognition 
of tho mooning, then, there would be such cognition even in a man who is 
ignorant of tho Convention Hence the need of Convention must be admitted 
That boing so, it being admitted that Convention is a means of comprehending 
tho moaning,— why is any such thing bolstered up as a full-fledged entity m 
tho shape of tho eternal Relationship,— without any reason? Because 
tho function of the Relationship would he in tho bringing about of the com- 
prehension of tho meaning, and if this is brought about by ConvcDt /°"' 
u hat is the use of assuming an eternal Relationship I-It has “Co lleen 
explained hundreds of times that being eternal, it cannot have any peculiar 
feature imposed upon it, and hence it cannot need the help of anytlu g 

°' 60 'lf causal efficiency is attributed to a thing 

to be efficient, — then why cannot it be assume d ? — (2601- 

HMl, the Celestial Beings would have then bowels moved? 

2002) 

the functioning of the Relationship m question 

TEXT (2663) 

Am - ~ — "S’SE’ 

® " R^ONBHIP rBO^EDS FROM THE CONVENTION, THEN 
B "^~OUS INDEED WOULD SUCH A REGRESS 


COMMENTARY 

- Taamal ’ stands for theConven^ ^ ^ mfinlW regress involved .n 
‘ Disastrous, etc etc , , . whose capacity has never 

the assumption of something as the cause, 
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perceived For instance, having assumed, the Relationship, wherefore 
could you not go on assuming other causes with unknown potencies ? * Unseen 
Potency ’ would be common to both cases And so on and on, there would 
be a disastrous regress — (2663) 

Having thus established the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) of the 
Reasoning annulling the opponent’s conclusion, the Author sums up the 
argument that mere ‘ Presumption ’ is ‘ inconclusive — a fact which has 
been explained before already — 


TEXT (2664) 

All usage becomes explicable ox the basis of mere Convention 

PROCEEDING FROM THE WHIMS OF MEN , HENCE THERE IS NO 
REASON FOR POSTULATING THE RELATIONSHIP — (2664) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ The Relationship ’ — i e as an eternal factor — (2664) 

All this being established, the Author next proceeds to point out the 
self-contradiction involved m the argument of the Mimameala, set forth 
under Text 22i3, to the effect that — ” For all persons ignorant of the Connec- 
tion, the Connection becomes known through long-continued tradition, etc 
etc ” — 

TEXTS (2665-2666) 

It IS MERELY SUSPECTED THAT THERE CAN BE NO OTHER EXPLANATION 
FOR USAGE , BUT THAT DOES NOT BRING ABOUT THE PROPER COGNI- 
TION of the Connection (or Relationship) which is beyond 

THE SENSES — As ALL MEN WOULD EE IGNORANT, THERE 
COULD BE NO ‘ LONG-CONTINUED TRADITION ’ WHICH 
COULD ESTABLISH THE CONNECTION IN QUESTION. 

How THEN CAN SUCH AN ASSUMPTION BE MADE 5 

—(2665-2666) 


COMMENTARY. 

be,Jom l L In ™r e t L Bn0rant '~ then 6V6ry PreCed “ 8 Mould also 

bv r:r der h T— ■ h0W CCm,d the Connectl °a be established 

eboi the rit r ° trad,t, ° n ’ ° f BUnd pe °P le — to bring 

„ ' c °S" it!on of Colour, as says Shabara m Ins Bha m -‘ In 

aSSerh0n oannot bn "g about right cognition, 
Colour ’ WOT ° t e bUnd connot brm S ab °ut the right cogmtion of 

the^cSX e vcaf t i be ,,r8ed ~“ AU men ar6 CaIlad ‘ 'Suorant ’, m 

thei do lit i T PCTCeiVe thlnga be - vond the senses, and not that 

' d ° n0t kn ° W ° nVthl ^ at "» And it is on the strength of the fee! that 
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Vcrlml uraftn is nllii'nmi? inoxplicnblo that it is behoved -with certainty that 
flii'fn lime Ivon generations of experienced men who lmvo boon duly oogm- 
>nu( (of tin* (’minis turn m question)” 

Tin i is mu ruiiit ; Wntiso Verbal usage could proceed also on another 
basis -~tbat of Cfnttnittnn It has not Ivan quite definitely ascertained, 
but it is doubtful whether this is eternal or non eternal — Tins is the reason 
win tie* Te\l has used the expression — ‘ if is suspected’ — -IVliat is meant is 
lieu on tie* h.isiit of tin* mid ‘ Presumption oil that is sought to be proved 
i*« the iiute cjof. we of (he Relationship , it indicates nothing about the 
pet iilutr f<* uure of it s* — tlmt is bisunise there is no conoomitnneo with such 
a ft itnn <ln this point, there is no difference holweon Presumption and 
Tnfeo me 

The following might lie urged — “ As a matter of fact, no non-etemal 
limn: b.i>* ever Ivon found to bring about (ho cognition of the meanings of 
words 5 nor utn this lx* possible, ns has been explained bofore, and it is 
tin- inmp u i(j of (he non eternal flint proves the Relationship (which brings 
about (he said Cognition) to ho otemnl 

T|u i same argument , I ow ovor, enn he urged against the eternal thing 
also The Reason adduced is also ‘ inadmissible ' , for instance, it can be 
with equal justification, that tho eternal Relationship also lias never 
In on found to hong about tho cognition of tho meaning , and further, such 
things a . gesture! In tin* hand, etc , even though non-eternal, are actually 
found tn lx* tAprossis » of mennings , hence tho Opponent’s Reason is inad- 
Kiwi* it cannot bo admit ted that “it is not possible for tho 
non i.lertud thing to bring about tho cognition of the meaning ” On the 
other hand, it Is in the case of the eternal thing that the said expression 
i annul bo right , lvenuso of the incongruity involved in the affcotn e actm y 
of"",.* eternal tinng bomg consecutive or concurrent -What has been said 
then' fore, de.orus no consideration — (2B05-26G6) 

Having thus summed up the ‘ Inconolus.voness ' of Presumption, tt>e 
Author now sums up the argument to the contrary, annulling that 

PrcMimptiou — 

TEXT (2667) 

Son ors heasoss, AES ” 

DEPESDEKT VTQlt ~ 

WORDS AS ‘gavl’ AED THE DIKE -(266/) 

COMMENTARY 
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Corroborative Instance is inadmissible This has been thus asserted by 
ICitmSrila (in SMolaiarhka — Etemality o£ Words, 276) — ‘ For ns. the word 
Go is eternal, and people have the idea of the animal Caw from such vulgar 
deformations of it as Gaia and the like only when, they resemble the original 
correct word Go ; and the use of the incorrect form is due to incapacity ’ — The 
meaning of this is as follows — The correct word Go being truly expressive, 
when people say that the idea of the Cow is derived also from the use of the 
incorrect (corrupt) words as Gain and the like, the said idea is not provided, 
by these incorrect words — Then how does it arise t — It arises from its being 
like the original correct word Go , — this (use of the corrupt word) is 
due to the incapacity of the man to pronounce the correct form * go ’ ; — 
from this arises the peculiar action of the Palate and other Speech-centres, 
from which follows the utterance of the corrupt word gain Bharirhari also has 
declared as follows . — ‘ The child, on being taught, says amba, amba (Mother, 
Mother) m the indistinct form, and yet people knowing the correct word 
have the definite cognition from it , m the same manner, when the correct 
word should be used, if one uses the incorrect form, from that there is inferred 
a certain meaning through the intervention of the correct word ’ ” 

This idea is set forth in the following . — 

TEST (2668) 

The capable (expressive) word ‘ go ’ being thebe, ip the idea of 

THE Cow ARISES FROM THE XTSE OP THE CORRUPT FORM * Gill 

IT IS DUE TO ITS RESEMBLING THE ORIGINAL (CORRECT) WORD ’ 
—SUCH USE BEING DUE TO THE INCAPACITY (OF THE 
SPEAKER).’ — (2668) 

COMMENTARY 

The above argument is answered m the following .— 


TEXTS (2669-2670). 

This cannot be right How can any such cognition op the right 

MEANING APPEAR ON ACCOUNT OF THE RESEMBLANCE TO THE ORIGINAL 

correct Word, among fishermen, etc who are ignorant 
of the Sanskrit language ’ — Fob these reasons it 

CANNOT BE ADMITTED THAT THERE IS AN ETERNAL 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORDS AND MEAN INGS. 

It can only be based upon Convention ; 

AS THAT IS POSSIBLE IN ALL CASES — 

(2669-2670) 


COMMENTARY 

Peonlf ' T : th’ " * he f f Crman ~ Etc ' ,ncludes the Mlechchha* and other 
P P n the case of these men wliat really happens is that it I s * only when 
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things are spoken of by correct Sanskrit words that they become confounded , 
hence m such coses, the cognition of the meaning cannot be due to resemblance 
to the original correct word. — (2669-2670) 


It lias been argued by the itimSmsala, under Text 2277, that — ‘ Dissolu- 
tion may be there m the form of the destruction of particular countries or the 
destruction of particular families, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2671-2673) 

If thebe be Dissolution in the form of the destruction of 
particular countries os the destruction of particular 

FAMILIES, OR IN THE FORM OF THAT UNDENIABLE DESTRUCTION 

POSTULATED BY THE BUDDHIST,— WHICH IS SUSPECTED OF AFFECT- 
ING Brahma, etc also,— such Destruction would be possible 
for the Veda also Hence any subsequent ideas that might 
appear (as based upon the Veda) would be one whose basis 

HAS BEEN DESTROYED, AND IT MIGHT BE ASSUMED THAT THEY MAY 
ALL BE FALSE AND WRONG, ARISING FROM DELUSION, STUPEFACTION, 
"and SUCH OTHER SOURCES, AND HENCE THE Veda NOW AVAILABLE 
WOULD BE ONLY A MEEE SEMBLANCE OF THE ORIGINAL — -iLL THESE 
NOTIONS MIGHT GO ON ARISING UNTIL REASOXS ABB NOT AVAIL- 
ABLE TO THE CONTRARY —(2671-2673) 


COJOIENTABY 

, , , _ Wb aIso do not speak of a dissolution 

- The view held is as follows g nor do admlt of abepnnmp- 

consistmg in the disappearanc ^ worfd What we hold is that 

less Personality who creates “ Ble „ Jverbal usage also (according to us) 
the entire universe is begmn g > begmnmgless Impressions — 

goes on, based upon Conceptions B ^ ^ e=onbedj ns consisting m 
But as regards the mtr J. or the ‘destruction of particular 

the * destruction oi P® tloul ^ o{ Djsso i at ion consisting m the wdh- 

famiUes’ -as also the Buddhist ^ Air ^ xt endmg (a) bomontnllj 

drawal of the energy o ^ ’ downwards to the very ,inl,ts oS '** 

over the ‘ TrtsShasm-rnchawhava ^ ^ ^ Second and Third 

atmospheric Air, and (c) up ‘ ve( j b y any proofs, and is there- 

{0 re ‘ mtmm'f-*** 16 18 Colu mn (one posited by the Opponent 
a ) so , -under both these torn* ' o£ the Veda would be quite 

and the other by the Buddhist), _ . , , 0 a5Pjrae that what is asserted there 
posslb le ; andit^dalsote^ ^ ^ ^ . Veda . ,s something 
is all wrong , so that wnae 
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different from the original, of -which it is a mere ‘ Semblance ’, a mere husk, 
masquerading as the real Veda. — Such a suspicion is quite possible, and 
cannot be easily shaken off, until there are proofs to the contrary — (2671- 
2673) 


The following might be urged — “ There is a proof annulling your con- 
clusion For instance, throughout the country men cannot alter the text 
of the Veda , from this we conclude that it has been so in the past and is 
going to be so m the future ” 

In anticipation of this, the author provides the following answer — 


TEXTS (2674-2675) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IF THERE WERE A DESIRE TO ALTER THE TEXT 

of the Veda, the Words could hot remain the same, — so also 

IF THERE WERE HO SUCH DESIRE IN THE MINDS OF MEN, — THEN 
AND NOT OTHERWISE, COULD THERE BE AN IMPOSSIBILITY OF 
REGARDING THE VEDA AND ITS MEANING BEING OTHER 

THAN THE ONE USUALLY ACCEPTED. EVEN IF 

THIS DESIRE IS NOT THERE, THE SUSPICION 
DOES NOT ALTOGETHER DISAPPEAR 

(2674-2675) 


COMMENTARY 

If it were a fact that even when one has the desire to alter the text of 
the Veda, there is no change m the words of the Veda, —or if the desire itself 
to change the text were impossible to be produced,— then alone could it be 
taken as proved that man lias no capacity to alter the Vedic text but that 
conclusion also could not apply to all men, as the mere non-perception (of 
Mich change) does not prove anything , and also because there ,s difference 
m the capacities of men -As a matter of fact, however, ,t is quite possible 
or man to alter the text of the Vedic passages— such as ‘ Shanno dexnrabln - 
_3’fu C ~° r t0 e f? Ia,a them as waning something quite different from 

" Z « 17 rrr ng For lnstance ' ™ fed «** even Mm*. 

Z ° " d r OT ° f thB iWto and others d ° often differ among them- 
7 regnrdm S the explanation of Vedic texts -Hence the doubts regarding 
its \eracity and fidelity cannot cease altogether -(2674-2676) 


n . 11 orgued t^e Mimarnsala under Text 2286, that — “ The 

eimtvleT^ " T * Pr0d,10t 5 * ^cepted as an established 

et0 - otc J - whero eertam objections have been answered 
The rejoinder to that is as follows — 
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TEXTS (2676-2078) 

Tin; order oi sequence is not accepted by all men as fixed fob 

AJ/E , IS PACT, PEOPLE ADOPT THE ORDER OF WORDS AND SENTENCES 
AND LETTERS ACCORDING TO THEIR OWN WISH If THAT WERE NOT 
SO, THEN, 1 OR tOU, LIKE THE VEDA, THERE WOULD BE NO BOOK 
WRITTEN II V MEN . SO THAT THE COMPOSING OF ALL MEANING. 
LESS (OR WICKED) WORKS IS RENDERED IMPOSSIBLE AT ONE 

stroke ! Because there could be no certainty that 

THIS MAN IS UTTERING WORDS EXACTLY AS THEY HAD 
BEEN USED PREVIOUSLY BY OTHEBS, — THEREFORE LIKE 

the Relationship, they also could not be 
regarded as begmntngless — (2876-2678) 


COlDtEXTARY 

The compound ‘padavakya, etc ’ is to bo expounded as — ‘pada ’— : words 

‘viDtya’ sentences — * alqam ' — letters , — the 1 hrama V — order of se 

qucnce — of these 

' Amrlhagrantha, clc etc .’— construe as ' Krith dhvasta , composing 
linn boon rendered impossible ’ 

‘ Anarthagmniha ’—is a work which lias no ‘ariha —sense, le such 
meaningless sentences as 'ten pomegranates’ and the like— Or 
may bo S ‘ works contrary to the Veda’, wicked ,— like those formulating the 
Buddhist doctrines, for instance -The term ‘wStra’ denotes universality 
— ‘ ?.rti doing, composing.—’ MM ’—like the Veda 

■ Flniitad ’—no certainty, ie there would be no certainty 

point 

‘ *paf Xhorofore — (2676-2678) 

* b- b~ argued by ““ 

;tn — *“ — * ete "* ” 

Tlio answer to this is as follows 

TEXT (2679) 

„ SATO BEEN USED by 

- — * • *-£— ” ” 

THE CASE of ACTS — (2679) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Kannabmavat ’-ibe ' mh leading 

This points out the ^ Tether P-* «* 

to a conclusion in support of the latter -(2679) 

indicates its * roeonotasiveness 
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The following might be urged— “ How is it known that this is an 

illusion ’ ” 

Ansuer — 

TEXTS (2680-2681) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE WORDS OTTERED BY A MAN ARE NOT EXACTLY 
THOSE USED BY OTHERS , AS THERE ARE ALWAYS DIFFERENCES 

of Accent and other details —These latter are not 

PROPERTIES BELONGING TO THE MANIFESTING AGENCY , 
BECAUSE THEY ARE ALWAYS PERCEIVED IN THE FORM 

of Letters Consequently the Letters pro- 
nounced BY EACH MAN MUST BE REGARDED 
AS DISTINCT, — T.THE THE JaR AND SUCH 

things This difference being 

QUITE CLEAR, WHY ARE YOU * 

DENYING THE SIGNS OF THAT 

DIFFERENCE ' l (2680- 

2681) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Accents ’ — such as the ‘ Vdatta ’ and the rest 
• Other details ’—including swiftness, slowness, and middling 
‘ These are not properties, etc etc ’ — ‘ These ’ — l e Accent, etc 
“ Why * ’ 

Because these Accents, etc ore always perceived in the shape of Letters , 
i e they are known as such 

‘ The signs of that ’ — The signs of the difference of the Letters 
‘ Why are you denying ’ — in the words ‘ there is no other sign for you ’ 
( Text 2291) -(2080-2681) 

It has been argued by the MimdmsaLa, under Text 2292, that — “ Just 
as m the case of the Jar and such things, etc etc ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 

TEXT (2682) 

The idea that ' in the case of the Jar, etc their use is charac- 
terised AND INDICATED BY THE “ UNIVERSAL ” ’ HAS ALRE ADY 
BEEN DISCARDED , BECAUSE THE UNIVERSAL DOES NOT EXIST, 

AND BECAUSE IT CAN HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH THE 

Individual thing — (2682) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ -Already ’—under the chapter dealing with the ‘ Universal ’ 

Because it docs not exist ’ — i e because the Universal has no existence 
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Even if it exists, it can have no connection with the Individual thing, 
in the shape of the Jar , because it cannot be benefited by this latter 
Hence its use cannot be regarded as characterised or indicated by the 
' Universal — (2682) 

The following text points out that, as a consequence of what hos gone 
above, it follows that all that has been alleged by the other party on the basis 
of the ‘ Universal ' is entirely irrelevant — 

TEXT (2683) 

All such TJntversals, therefore, as ‘ Palate ’ and the rest tart in 

ALL MEN , CONSEQUENTLY WHEN THE SPEAKER UTTERS WORD- 
SOUNDS, HE DOES NOT DO SO THROUGH THOSE 

TJntversals — (2683) 


COMMENTARY 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsala, under Text 2294, tliat-—“ there 
are distinct Universal® of the Articulations which serve to bring about the 
manifestation of the Word Sounds, etc etc ” 

The answer to tins is as follows — 


TEXT (2684=) 

Thus there are no distinct Univebsals of these Articulations 
WHICH COULD SERVE TO BRING ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF 

the Word-Sounds, nor are there as many of 
these as thebe are Letters — (2684) 


•Tat' 


COMMENTARY 
-Therefore ; thus.— (2684) 


SSL— 

ie Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, 

The answer to this is as follows 

TEXT (2685) 

__ vmJ r 0 TTLD THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE AMONG THE 
JOB, AS ASSERTED BTVOU CO ^ ^ OdWOSCOTWfS 

Articulations be DTrB 5 palate etc. , nor could the 
and Disjunctions « «■ ^ bespecOTE 

eternalitn of , 2685 , 


COMMENTARY 
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through the Universal subsisting in the various factors of the Action, etc. 
etc ” 

As against this, it is pointed out m the following Text that the Corrobora- 
tive Instance, ‘ Moving About, etc ’ is ‘ inadmissible ’ — 

TEXT (2686) 

Just as is the Actions of Moving About, etc there is no order of 

SEQUENCE THROUGH THE UnTVERSALS, SO TOO THERE IS none 

among the Palate, etc , the Articulation and 
the Letter — (2686) 

COMMENTARY 

That is, because the very idea o 1 ' the ‘ Universal * itself has been dis- 
carded — (2686) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsala under Text 2297, that — “ The 
individual Articulations themselves being extremely subtle, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXT (2687) 

The cognition of the profehties of the Universal cannot be due to 
THE SUBTLE NATURE OF THE INDIVIDUALS , nor CAN THERE BE, 
THROUGH THIS, THE COGNITION OF ORDER AMONG THE 

Letters, even though these are all- 
pervading — (2687) 

COMMENTARY 

The second line is the answer to what has been asserted by the Mimam- 
sala in the second line of Text 2297 — (2687) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsala m Text 2298, that — “ The Letters 
following up the properties of the Articulations, which appear there as 
eternal, become expressive of diverse meanings 
The answer to this is as follows * — 


TEXT (2688) 

** ZT*’ liUi ^ ETTERS ‘ following the PROPERTIES OF THE 
Articulations which appear as eternal, cannot become 
expressive of diverse meanings — ( 2688 ) 

COMMENTARY 
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Adnutting this (for the sake of argument) the Author proceed- to point 
out Objections against the idea of the ‘ Universal ’ — 


TEXTS (2689-2690) 

Thebe is another point granting that 'thebe abe Uxivfrsals 

WHICH SERVE TO MANIFEST THE SOUND?, AND THERE 1BE AS MANY 
OF THESE AS THEBE ABE LETTERS ’ , — UNDER THIS VIEW, AS 
THE MaNIFESTER WOULD BE ALWAYS THEBE, THE SOUND 
SHOULD BE HEARD AT AIL TIMES CONSEQUENTLY, THE 
OBDEB OF SEQUENCE AMONG THE LETTER-SOUNDS 
CANNOT BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ORDER OF 

the manifestations — (2089-2690) 


COMMENTARY 

The several particles used here are to be taken ns serving the purpose 
of introduction 

< xit ' — for this reason 

The meaning thus comes to bo this —As Universal are the manifestoes 
of the Word-Sound, there should be apprehension of the Sounds at 
all times And os there is no order of sequence among tho manifestations , 
[The passage is eomipt and full of lacuna, hence unuitolligiWe].- 

( 2689 - 2690 ) 

Granting (for the sake of argument) the relationship between the 
Universal and the Individual, the Author proceeds to pomt out ehjeet.o 


TEXTS (2691-2692). 

nrrjiTKD TO THE JMH' II>1 AW# 

If the Universal continuetoen.stas ro ^ 0b 

the etebnality of ^ IhumDUALS AWo tq rar 

(CONVERSELY), IF SHOULD BF NOS- 

COMMEKTARY 

“ ■“ ‘ r;: fi :r? 
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TJmversals must also be non-eternal If it were not so, then, while one of 
the two relatives would bo there m a perfect condition, it cannot be right 
for the other to be imperfect , as m that case, the Relationship itself would 
cease — (2691-2692) 


Another objection, urged before, is reiterated — 


TEXT (2693) 

The fact that thebe can be no connection with mamfestation 

HAVING BEEN ALREADY ESTABLISHED, THE LETTERS THUS 
COULD NEVEB BE EXPRESSIVE —(2693) 

COMJEENTAKY 

(Corrupt ) 

It has been asserted by the Mimamsaka under Ter t 2300, that — “ Time 
is one, all-pervading, eternal, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2694r-2698) 


Time, as something one, all-pervading and eternal, has already 

BEEN REJECTED , NOR IS IT MANIFESTED IN ALL THINGS, r.ivv. THE 

Letters, by anything , and if it is manifested in the Letters, 

IT CANNOT FORM A FACTOR IN THE EXPRESSION OF THE MEANING 
OF WORDS , — AS IT IS NOT DIFFERENT FROM OTHER THINGS, — AND 
AS IT DOES NOT EXIST ELSEWHERE, IT CANNOT BE ETERNAL — THUS 
THES, THE ORDER OF THE LETTERS, — AS ALSO THEIR SHORTNESS, 
LENGTH, ETC — ARE ALL ADJUNCTS OF THE ARTICULATION, AND ARE 
NOT SO MANY PHASES OF TIME. — THUS FOR YOU, THERE IS NO 

property in Words which is eternal, hence it beco me s 
established that the Word is not -eternal,— for those who 
regard the Letter as non-eternal — Nor could it form part 

OF THE PROPERTY OF ANYTHING ELSE, — LUCE TEE FLEETNESS OF 

the horse,— IF IT were assumed that the manifesting Cogni- 
“’698* BBtSG AB0UT THE manifestation of the words (2694- 

COMMENTABY. 


; f under the chapter on the * Sin Categories ’ 

even ,f ^ an y lfl1n 9 ’ — simply because it does not exist , — 

- is ed, the manifestation of the eternal thing would also he eternal. 
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•Not different from other things'— te it is non-difierent from other 
things Because the nature of the Time that is manifested m the pheno 
menon consisting of the seed-sprout-creeper does not m any war differ f r0 m 
that which is manifested m the Letters ***** (Laoun® in Text) 

‘ Not phases of time ’ — because there is no such thmgasTnne Even if it 
exists, its divisibility is not admitted 

The rest is easily intelligible — (2694-2698) 


TEXTS (2699-2704) 


The Presum ttiox put forward in support op the eternality op 

ALL THINGS HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED It HAS ALSO BEES 
PROVED THAT THE COMPREHENSION OF THE MEANINGS OF WORDS IS 
POSSIBLE ONLY WHEN WORDS ABE NOT ETERNAL —WHEN ONE 

Letter-sound is produced by the ‘ desibe to utter/ following 

FROM THE DESIRE TO UTTER ANOTHER LETTER-SOUND, — THE 
FORMER IS HEARD IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE LATTER THE COGNI- 
TION PROCEEDING FROM THE COGNITION OF THE PRECEDING LETTER 


IS NOT HEARD VERY QUICKLY , IN FACT, WITH THE AID OF THE RE- 
MEMBRANCES OF THE PREVIOUS LETTERS, THE LATTER BRINGS ABOUT 
ITS OWN REMEMBRANCE LATER ON. THUS IT HAS THE CHARACTER 
OF AN Effect, IN RELATION TO THE COGNITIONS LEADING UP TO, 
AND APPREHENDING, IT.— OR, THE ORDER OF THE LETTERS MAY BE 
DEPENDENT UPON MEN TltOM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS MAT TOE 

Letters clearly vary with each word , as is found is toe 
case oe such words as ‘ Damn Madct Lota - a a > 

WHERE THE LESTERS ARE THE SAME BUT THEIR ORDER 

IN THE TWO WORDS It IS UNDER THIS ORDER OF 

THESE WORDS BECOME ixPRESSIVE OF ’ s0 " ABSO- 

CONSEQUENTLY, THE ASSUMPTION OF THE > pi 

LUTELY FUTILE IN THIS CONNECTION — (2S99-d7U4) 


COJMENTABY 

. . J, TT-rior Text 2617, it ha* been 

< The Presumption has teen discarded , ) d bv ath „ means 

.oum that the Presumption is vrong and also 
f Cognition 

[The text is corrupt ] follows — In the ‘ chain ’ 

The upshot of the whole of this ^ o ^ of CognK.ons, 

,f the Speaker, from his desire to spea , ^ or ._ nn d these ideas 
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bang about successive remembrances relating to themselves, indirectly m 
due order 

Consequently, these Remembrances come to be regarded as ‘ effects ’ 
m relation to the cognitions appearing in the Speaker’s ‘ chain which have 
given rise to the Remembrances , while m relation to the cognitions appearing 
in the Hearer’s ‘ chain they come to be regarded as the ‘ Cause ’ Herem 
lies their ‘ order of sequence ’ , — nowhere else Thus, as the character of 
the Letters m every word, is variable, — sometimes appearing as causes and 
sometimes as effects, — it is only right that m the ease of such similar words as 
‘ sara ’ and ‘ rasa ’, the resultant cognitions should he different But this 
cannot be right if the Letters and words are eternal ; as eternal things retain 
the same form at all times Ror m their case can any order of sequence 
he regarded as something different from themselves Even if it were some- 
tiling different, there would be no relationship between them , this is what is 
really meant 

The meaning of the words of the Text is now explained — ‘ When one 
Letter-sound is produced' — such is the construction — In the case of such 
words as ‘ sada ’ and ' samaya ', there is the vowel ‘ a ’ after ‘ s ’, — there is 
desire to utter tins arising from the desire to utter ‘s’, hence this is ‘ another 
desire ’ —What is meant is as follows —In the' Speaker’s ‘ Chain ’, there is 
one desire to utter ’ following from another, and so on , this desire is followed 
by the Letter-Sound produced, — this Sound brings about the Remembrance , 
such is the conneetion with what follows m the text later on 

Having thus described the fact of the Letters bemg • effects ’ of the 
senes of ‘desires to speak’ in the Speaker’s ‘Chain the author proceeds 
to point out the fact of its being the ‘cause ’ of the cognitions appearing in 
the Hearer s ‘ Cham ’ — ‘ The former is heard, etc etc ' — ‘ Tasya ’ refers to . 

yah ’ in the previous line , — its hearing is produced, it is heard — ‘ imme- 
diately without anything intervening 

Having thus shown that it is the cause of the Hearer’s Cognition, the 
author now proceeds to show that it is the cause of Remembrance — ‘ Not 
lieard eery quietly ’—quick heanng bemg incapable of bemg produced by 
Remembrance ‘ The latter '-- le the later ‘ Letter ’ — ’ Remembrances ’— 
of the previous Letters in the chain -' With the aid ’—with the help of it, it 
arouses the Remembrance with regard to itself ‘ the cognitions leading 
up to, and apprehending, it , t > stands for the Letter ,-this is to be treated 
ns a Copulative Compound, or even as a Tatpuniga or Karmadhamya 

in mini ^Ti, I 0 "’' 00gIutl0Ils ’ these are ‘ ®ffe=ts ’ , but they are ‘ causes ’ 
in relation to the subsequent cognitions and remembrances 

(from Z“t 6 d)S w de a th6 ld6a ° f the ‘ order ’ b0 ”g something different 
oi Z r OT 1 S) - the Author Precis next to discard the view 

sXta ZZT 7 ' 5 at ‘ W ° rd ’ that 18 is of the nature of a 

byriTsenton^ Y* entoe * ^rent from the Letter-sounds, - 

i>y the sentence beginning with • Consequently ’ —(2699-2704) 

# l ' It h “ S to be noted that the commentary' is verv incomplete m the printed 
text ; and much of the translation there is based 'upon mere 
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TEXTS (2705-2706) 

The ‘ Sphlta ’ HAS BEEN assumed by the Grammarians for the 

PURPOSE OF EXPLAINING THE COGNITION OF THE MEANINGS OF WORDS 

— But the Letters themselves being competent to express 

THE MEANING OF WORDS, THE ASSUMING OF THE SAID SphoUt 
IS FUTILE AS IT WOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE (IF IT EXIS- 
TED), BUT IS NOT PERCEIVED, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT 
IT DOES NOT EXIST — If IT IS IMPERCEPTIBLE, 

THEN IT CANNOT BE INDICATIVE, LIKE THE 

Inferential Indicative (which is 

EFFECTIVE ONLY WHEN PERCEIVED) 

-(2705-2706) 


COMMENTARY 

[There is a lacuna in the text of the Commentary] 

■ As if would be perceptible, etc etc ’—Nothing apart from the Letters — 
m U,e form of Word, eternal and indivisible,— is ever perceived bv auditory 
perception On the contrary, what, is clearly proved is the fact that no such 

' Sphata ’ ovists at all . 

If the second vice ,s accepted [the reference a clear!} to the 

lacuna] — theNamso could he either positive or negative or both positive an 
ncgntmT-thosc are the only alternatives poss.ble -Ar.r.onlmg to fto 
view 1?) the Cause could be either the property of what is called SpMo, 

zzzljz*,*. . " 

been, shown to be non-existen or ^ , , i. jj^ 0 the * arms 

thing else , because it could not subsist m the su J , J th6 

and feet’ m the proving of the non-etemal.ty of MW* ^ ^ ^ 
causo bo the property of someth** -.mg* m otne , 

contrary of what is desired -Nor could it be P« 
as that is always ‘ inconclusive ’ d the nature 

Then again, is the ‘ Spliota' e ^a JSstionship ’-The former 
of the thing 1 Or by one based upon C ^ 6ense5> lts „af«re cannot 
mew cannot he right , because as it s 5 {or the pI00 f 

be Unown, if it were known and the whole 
of & existence , as its nature ™' d b ^ „ the second view ac- 

attempt is to prove its «’»*» "* " 6 knoffn m relation to what is bet ™d 
ceptahle, because no causal relation can be kno , 

the senses « jjj jjj 6 case of the Auditory an 

It might be argued as follows on iy occasionally, it is c - 

r ^L — 

- 

oi the words sara 


case 
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different : from which we shall infer the presence of another Cause, in. the 
sh?pe of the 1 Sphota ’ 1 

This also cannot be right . because nothing apart from the Letters 
is known. As it has just been established that it is the Letters themselves 
which varying in each Word, become capable of bringing about the com- 
prehension of the meaning, through the variations m the relation of Cause 
and ESeet So that the assumption in question is entirely futile 

It is also implied that the same objections apply also to the view that the 
existence of the ‘ Sphota ’ can be inferred 

It might be argued that — ‘ it is not to be ‘inferred, but it is absolutely 
imperceptible ”. 

The answer to that is — 1 If it is imperceptible . etc. etc. '* — Just as the 
Inferential Indicative, while it is itself unknown, does not bring about any 
cognition — so this Sphota also, while itself unknown, cannot, bring about the 
comprehension of the meaning — (2705-2706) 


TEXTS (2707-2710) t 

If it be urged mi — “the cognition follows from its mebe 

EXISTENCE ; AND AS ITS CAUSAL CHARACTER IS THERE, IT IS HELD 
TO BE ABLE TO BRING ABOUT THE COGNITION LIKE THE VISUAL 
ORGAN* — THEE, THE ANSWER IS THAT, IK THAT CASE, THE SAID 
COGNITION WOULD BE THERE AT ALL TIMES ; — EVEN WHEN THERE IS 
NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE CONVENTION, AND THERE IS NO HEARING 

of the Letters, — there would be cognition proceeding from 
THE Sphota AS ITS EFFICIENT CAUSE WOULD BE THERE ALWAYS , AS 
this ENirrr (Sphota) is eternal (according to the Gram- 
marian), AND IT HAS NO NEED FOR ANYTHING ELSE NOB CAN 
THERE BE ‘ MANIFESTATION ' OF IT BY ARTICULATION OR CONVENTION 

or Letters : as it is never perceived , it is cognition itself 

THAT IS SPOKEN OF AS ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ AND THEBE IS NO COGNI- 
TION of it. H e n ce it follows that the assumption of the 
* manefester ’ of the Sphota is also fut il e — (2707-2710) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that — “ by its mere existence, the Sphota would be 
the cause of the comprehension of meanings,— just as the visual and other 
organs are the cause of the cognition of things ”. 

But in that case, the cognition proceeding from it should be there always ; 
so that even without any idea of the Convention, etc. bearing upon the 
Word, the comprehension of its meaning would be there —This is what is 
pointed out by the words — * Eien when there is, etc. etc. ’ — The reason in 
support of this is next stated m the words — ‘ As this entity is eternal, etc. etc ’. 
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TEXTS (2713-2714) 

Whether the Sphcta is produced ob manifested by the Articulations 

WHICH APPEAR IN SUCCESSION, — SUCH SUCCESSION IS INCOMPATIBLE, 
WITH THE VIEW OF THOSE WHO UPHOLD THE SpllOta WHEN 
THE SpllOtz IS INDIVISIBLE (WITHOUT PARTS), THEBE CAN BE 

neither manifestation nor production, or it in suc- 
cession AS THEY WOULD NEVER LIE OUTSIDE THE 
ONE AND THE SAME FORM, — THEY WOULD BE 
THERE FOB ALL (2713-2714) 

COMMENTARY 

Some VaibhasiLas hold that there is 1 Sphota ’ of Sentences also, which 
is produced as the effect of words 

1 It is indivisible ’■ — i e an entity without component parts 
‘ They would never he, etc ' — From the one form — produced or manifested 
— what is held to be unproduced or unmanifested could not be different 

‘ They ’ — 1 e the production and the manifestation, — would he there 
for all , so that there would be no need for the ’use of any other letters or 
words at all -—(2713-2714) 

The following Text points out objections against the new that the 
Sphota is \s ith parts (divisible) — 


TEXT (2715) 

Eton if the Sphcta is with pabts (divisible), as the Lettebs ex- 
pressing THEM WOULD DO SO ONLY IN SUCCESSION, WHY SHOULD 

not the Sphota-parts also be likewise i Why should 

UNSEEN ONES BE ASSUMED 7 — (2715) 


COMMENTARY 

Would each one of the Sphota-parts be without meaning (inexpressive) 
or 'nth meaning (expressive) '—If the former, then, as those parts would be 
appearing in succession, the whole Sphota- like Lstters-would he inexpres- 
sive Its expressiveness might be assumed ; as there would be attnbutmg a 
form to a thing which does not have that form Because the expressive 
. entence is said to have one form only, and its components are inexpressive , 
18 e -W re s«ve character of these latter could be only assumed-or 
figurative, like the character of the Lion attributed to the Bov The 

?X»fhe"T. thUSbemgaSSUmed,lt 18 fsr better to Te S ard the component 
to no purpose' *' “* expresslve — rather than assume the unseen Sphota-parts, 

thB °* hCT hand the Sphota-parts ore expressive (the second view)- 

,s described^*® ° "° f ° r se ' eral assumptions , because the • Sentence ’ 
« a group of words conveying one complete idea , if each part 
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of the sentence were expressive, then there would be as mam sentences' 
as those parts, and not one ' Sentence ’ composed of several component 
peris And when the meaning of one of these parts would be comprehended, 
there would be comprehension of the meaning of the whole sentence Tins 
has been thus declared — ‘ If each of the parts were expressive, the assumme 
of several such would be futile ; because the comprehension of the meun.ng 
of one part would bring about the comprehension of the meaning of the 
whole sentence ’ — (2715) 

It has been said under Text 2714 that — ‘m the case of the indivisible 
Sphota, production and manifestation are not possible ’ 

The following Text rets forth the Opponent’s answer to that — 


TEXTS (2716-2717) 

" Even vvbex the Producing axe the manifesting (of THE ENTIRE 
Sphota) SAVE BEES BOSE OSCE BY OXE ARTICULATION, PEOPLE 
1’EOXOtJXCE THE OTHER LETTERS FOR THE PURPOSE OF A CLEARER 
MANIFESTATION ; BECAUSE IT IS DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE 

it as manifested oxce ; — therefore rr is manifested 
AGAIX AXD AGAIN BY MEANS OF LETTERS WITH 
SIMILAR APPEARAXCEB ’ — (2716-2717) 


COSKBKTART 

Even though the producing or manifesting of the entire Sphota is done 
by a single Articulation, — yet the subsequent Articulations are not entireh 
useless ; as these serve to render the manifestation clearer; just as a verse 
when repeated again and again, becomes more distinct, than by a sing e 
utterance and even though the frequent repetition does not produce any- 
thing new m it, yet the repetition is not useless, similarly m the case m 
question also, the later Articulations are not useless -This is what is ; pointed 
out by the words ‘ yatah, etc etc * Duraeadham -difficult to determin 
or ascertain — (2716-2717) 

The following Text sets forth the Author’s rejoinder to the above argu- 
ment (of the Sphotisl) — 

TEXT (2718) 

•WHEX Sir, that same, or something else, is repeated 
again- —is it not the manifestation of it that is repeats 
there being no difference ?— (2(18) 

C01BEEKTABY 

‘ ff EeS pronounced for the WWr*'-: 
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again, — is it not the manifesting that is done 1 Certainly the manifestation 
would not fail to be accomplished when done by that Thus then the only 
effect that the utterance of the subsequent Letters would have would consist 
in the repetition of the manifestations , — because all of them would be po- 
ssessed of the same potency ; this repetition can be repeated over and over 
again by the same Letter being repeated ; consequently there would be no 
need for the utterance of the rest of the letters Nor will it be nght to 
regard the subsequent Letters as possessed of different potencies ; because 
into what is indivisible and without parts, no new features can be introduced ; 
and when no new features can be introduced, the assuming of diverse potencies 
would be useless — (2718) 

All that is said by the other party might happen, if the Manifestation 
were there, as a matter of fact, however, this Manifestation itself is not 
possible — Tins is what is pointed out m the following — 


TEXT (2719) 

Tee manifestation — as in the case of Letters,— can only 

CONSIST IN THE EMBELLISHMENT OF THE OBJECT OR THE SENSE-ORGAN 
CONCERNED And HERE ALSO, IN REGARD TO T in.’ COGNITION 
ENVISAGING THE Sphota, THE SAID ‘ MANIFESTATION ’ CAN 
BE DENIED IN THE SAME WAY (AS IN THE CASE OF 

Letters) — (2719) 


COMMENTARY. 

• As m the case of Letters ’ ,— m connection with Letters, the idea that 
there is manifestation in the shape of the embellishment of the Object and 
the Sense-organ ’ has been refuted by showing that none of the alternatives 
possible is admissible regarding its capacity or otherwise of bringing about 
cognitions —the same refutation is applicable to the present case also 

The cognition envisaging the Sphota ‘ Tat ’ stands for the Sphota. 

This is said on admitting (for the soke of argument) that there is such a 
cognition 

a th6rS dld reall y a PP a “ » consciousness 

a verbal entity called Sphota ’ as something apart from the Letters,— then 

•aonreC! 6 a i ° n A * p0SabIs : as * manifestation > would mean 

apprehension . As a matter of fact, however, no such entity appears in 
Consciousness, -as already explamed before -But, let it apLr Tco“ 

itTvXna^ 611 * S °’ th ?r d ' mamfestetion ’ ca «*°t be a cobble, as bv 
—(2718) ^ * CapaWe or lnca P a ble of being apprehended 


comprehoifoT?/^ ^ UP thB P0Sltl0n 1111(1 F™«»* to show that the 
3Tr Wm th6 meamng o£ « possible even without the 
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TEXT (2720) 

From all this it follows that it is the Word that is apfrehexded 

OX THE WAKE OF THE PREVIOUS SUCCESSIVE COGXITIOXS OF 
ALL THE COMPOXEXT LETTERS. — WHICH IS THE CAUSE 
OF THE COMFREHEXSIOX OF THE ME AXIN' G 

— (2720) 

COMMENTARY 

Says the Opponent — •“ The Letters in a Word stand in a definite order — 
they ore perceived also m a definite order , Remembrance is always in accord- 
ance with the previous perception ; — how then can there be the single cogni- 
tion envisaging all the Letters, wlueh can only be of the nature of remem- 
brance, — except through the Sphota 1 Certainly when the thing has been 
cognised ns without order, there can be no appearance of the Letters which 
ore there m a definite order ? ” 

In anticipation of this argument, the Author supplies the following 
answer - — 

TEX1 (2721) 

What hxfpexs is that— whex the ixsai Lemee is the word has 

BEEX COGXTSED, THE EtfPSESSIOXS LEFT BY THE COGXTIIOX OF 

all the Lettebs bbixgs about the Remembrance 
OF all THE Letters sotcltaxeousey — (2721) 

COMMEXTABY. 

What is meant by this is as follows — Fust of aB, there is aPP"*°“ 
(of the Letters), then the Kemembranc^imm^ately follo^ ^ 
come about in the same o er as y letters,— -this eogm- 

brances, them follow the cumulative cogmt.on^ aU things 

tion also is of the nature of Remembrance because 
that have been previously perceived.— (-/-I) 

* i to mif fhafc what has been stated 

In the following Text the Author points assnjaptl0 n - 

is admitted by all parfaes.-and it is not only his own assump 

TEXT (2722). 

_ „ mm is such subjective (Cumulative) 
-to FARTIES AGREE ^™^ rEEH ^ THEfGS ,_EVEX WHEX 
COGXITIOX IX COXXEOT - ORDER OF 

THEY AHE COGNISED » A 

SEQUENCE — \£‘~£) 

COhMEKTAJiY 

. m .« «. - |OT ’ 

I— si— — — — 

reason, deserves t-o be accepted . 
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TEST (2723) 

Is CASE THIS IS HOT ADMITTED. THEN, IN CONNECTION WITH THINGS SEEN 
ONE AFTER THE OTHER, THEKE COULD BE NO SUCH CUMULATIVE 
COGNITION AS THER E IS IN THE IDEA OE ‘ A HUNDRED ’ 

AND OTHER NUMBERS —(2723) 

COMMENTARY 

If all Bemembrances appeared only m a certain order of sequence, — 
then, in connection with things seen one after the other, there could be no 
such conception of them at one and the same time as is involved m the idea 
of ‘ a hundred ’ and so forth j nor would there be any difference m the concep- 
tions of the ‘ hundred ’ and the * million ’ and so forth, — at the tune of their 
appearance. — (2723) 

The following Text sums up the discussion : — 


TEXT (2724) 

Thus then, though, in regard to the Letters, the cognitions, 

AUDITORY AND MENTAL, THAT APPEAR AT FIRST ARE IN AN 
ORDER OF SEQUENCE,— YET, LATER ON, THERE IS RE- 
MEMBRANCE OF THEM ALL, AT THE SAME TIME 

—(2724) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might he urged—" If it is as stated, then the said cumula- 
tive cognition itself may he the cause of the comprehension of the meaning, 

not the Letters ; as these will have long ceased to exist. But this cannot be 
nght ; because all men, down to the child, knows that the meaning is com- 
prehended immediately on the cognition of the Word ”. 

In anticipation of this argument, the Author supplies the followme 
answer . — 6 


TEXT (2725). 

Thus the Letters do enter into it ; as the things denoted are not 
far removed from them , this is the reason why people 
speak of the cognition as proceeding from the 
Word —(2725) 

COMMENTARY. 

■ Enter info 1/ '— 1 e enter into the said Cumulative Cognition. 

— (2723) ^ ’~ then0n>mal nffix bBS been used here m the reflective sense. 
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TA'ITV asangbaha 


**ys the Opponent “ Even , 

*jj°’ t]ley do not e »«t at the fame^f the cl^^T TOU W ceased lon S 
they enter into the cumulative Cogmtiff > ** *m r,J 

Tite answer to this is as follows — 


Aht, THIS IS QUITE COMPATIBLE VflTR THE vtvtv nm- n 

COULD THEY TTGrTTKE IN THE RemEMBRAKCE ( 2726 ) 


COMMENTARY 

havet“ s 7’> Wiy “ “ - n0t C ° mPat!b!e mth «* that Cognitions 
Answer — £ Otherwise, etc etc ' 

Thus the cumulative cognition that Rumania has m „ ed easmsl ,, 
upholder of the Spftoto-that ** when the last Letter has been cognLd, them 
is a simultaneous Bemembrance of all the rest, brought abVut by the 

3“ l th r: 112, reproduced here under 

Text 2721, with a shght vanationf-is true only m accordance with our new 
not m accordance with the Mimumeala'e new, that Cognitions ar efomlm 
-this is what is meant by the Text — (2726) 


Says the Opponent — “ It 15 true according to the Miminitoloe also , 
because under their view, the Letters are not destroyed , hence there » 
nothing to prevent their figuring in the cognition, it is only that their 
appearance has become concealed ; they are there all the same " 

This is what is anticipated m the first part of the following Text, and 
answered by the last part beginning with * It cannot be so ’ — 


TEST (2727) 

If it is argued that— "The previously cognised Letters hate 

ONLY THEIR APPEARANCE CONCEALED, BUT WHEN REMEMBERED, 
THEY ARE THERE ALL BIGHT THEN, THE ANSWER IS THAT 
— IT CANNOT BE SO , AS, IE IT WERE SO, THEN THERE WOULD 
BE A CLEAR IDEA OP THEM — (2727) 

COJ1MENTABY 

If the same Letters that had been, heard before are lying with their 
appearance concealed, and are subsequently apprehended by the cumulative 
cognition, then like their own cognition, the cumulative cognition also 
should apprehend them quite distinctly ; as the form is exterior to the 
cognition and it is of one and the same form -Further, if they haw their 
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appearance concealed, how can they appear ? Because ‘ appearance ’ is of 
the nature of apprehension — (2727) 

Then again, if it were possible for what is past to continue to exist, then 
what is asserted might be true , as a matter of fact however, what is past 
does not continue to exist , hence the said appearance of the Letters in the 
Cumulative Cognition cannot be nght — This is what is pointed out in the 
following — 

TEXT (2728) 

StTOH CONTINUANCE, HOWEVER, HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED , IE THERE 
WERE SUCH CONTINUANCE, THEN THE REMEMBRANCE SHOULD 
APPEAR AT THE TIME OF THE COGNITION OF THE APPREHENSION 

of the Letters ;• because the two would have one 
AND THE SAME CAUSE — (2728) 


COMMENTARY. 


* Already ’ — i e under the Chapter on the * Three Points of Tune 
In support of this he adduces an argument annulling the Opponent’s idea 
—'If there were such continuance, etc etc ’ at the very time when there is 
cognition of the apprehension of the Letters, there would be the likelihood 
of the Remembrance appealing This is the argument that sets aside the 
MimammLa's view. 

Having the same cause ' — Their causes are not different (2728) 


The Grammarians urge the following objection—" If there is no such 
single entity as the ' Sphota ’, of the nature of the Word,— then how is it 
that on the utterance of the word 1 go ’, (‘ Cow ’), there appears the single 

?e 0 ST„ m B ° De 01 9aUh ' <Snd “ 0t “ that of the c °™P°nent 

Tlie answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (2729) 

We ARE NOT OBJECTING TO THE SINGLE COGNITION IN THE FORM OF 
gauh , THE Cow , BUT THE NOTION OF oneness REGARDING 
the Word is due to the facts — (1) that it is 
apprehended by a single idea and (2) 

that it denotes a single thing 

(2729) 

COMMENTARY. 

' i~ tbe fUOt ° f there b6ine 8 sragIe cogmt'on 

and it JLJT a ' T' ^ ’~ It 1S a PPrebended by a single cognition — 
single purpose— The compound being of the ■ Copulative 
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kmd. What is meant U that — (1) because it is apprehended by a single 
cognition, and (2) because it denotes the single object, the animal with the 
dewlap, — therefore the word 'go ’ is said to be one. — (2729) 

The following Text shows that the fact of being regarded as one is not 
true m all cases : — 


TEXT (2730) 

The unitary conception may be possible in the case of the word 

‘ GO ’ ON ACCOUNT op THE RAPIDITY (OP ITS UTTERANCE) AND 
OF THE SMALLNESS OP THE INTERVAL , BUT IN THE OASB 
OP SUCH WORDS AS ' Devadaifa THE DIF- 
FERENCE IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED. — 

(2730) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Rapidity ’ — quickness of utterance. 

* Smallness of the interval ’, — the very Blight separation between the 
letter-sounds. 

‘ Sd ’ — the unitary conception, the idea of oneness. 

In the case of words like * dlvadatta ’ the articulations are clearly per- 
ceived as distinct. Hence the unitary conception is 1 inadmissible ’, in regard 
to a part of the ‘ Subject ’ — (2730) 

The same idea is further supported by a formulated argument — 


TEXT (2731) 


The cognition op the meaning must be regarded as arising prom 
the Letters , because it appears after the cognition of 

Ttragy. , WHAT IS LIKE IT ARISES PROM THAT,— LIKE 
tos COGNITION OF FlRE ARISING PROM 

Smoke — (2731) 


COMMENTARY. 

The formulation of the argument is as follows .—When one Cognition 
appears after another cognition, it must be regarded as arising from tins 
latter, indirectly, ~e g the cognition of the ‘ subject ’, Fire, procet iding i from 
the cognition of the ‘Indicative 1 , Smote— the cognition of the Bfosmng 
appearsafter the cognition of the Letters , hence this is a Reason based upon 

th9 CiSo be proved here is the fact of its being regarded as the 
effect that other cognition , this is what constitutes the difference between 
the Probans and the Probandum.— (2731) 
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The following Text shows that the Reason adduced in the preceding 
text is not * inadmissible ’ : — 

TEXT (2732). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE COGNITION OF THE MEANING IS NOT FOUND 
TO FOLLOW AFTEE A COGNITION ENVISAGING A V EBBA I i ENTITV 
APAET FEOM THE LEXTERS , HENCE NO OTHER "WORD 
CAN BE EXPRESSIVE (OF THAT MEANING). 

(2732) 

COMMENTARY. 

That ‘cognition’ of meaning does not exist which appears after acogmtion 
envisaging any verbal entity apart from the Letters; what does exist is only 
that ‘cognition of meaning ’ which appears after the cognition of the Letters. 
Hence the Reason adduced is not ‘ inadmissible ’. 

This also points out the fact of things being treated as non-existent — 
when, being perceptible, they are not perceived. — (2732) 

The following Text points out that the said Reason is not ‘Incon- 
clusive ' : — 


TEXT (2733), 

In AIL CASES, POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCES ARE DETOJITELT 
KNOWN TO BE THE GROUND FOR REGARDING ONE THING AS THE 
effect OF ANOTHER ; AND IT IS THUS THAT THE INVARIABLE 
CONCOMITANCE IS RECOGNISED IN THE CASE 
IN QUESTION — (2733) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Karyata, etc. etc. ’ — Being regarded as the cause, or basis, of being 
regarded as the effect 

“■What is that basis } " 

It is positive and negative concomitance . — This is co-ordinated with 
‘ angam ’ — The only basis for one thing being regarded as the effect of another 
lies in following the positive and negative concomitance between the two 
things Hence the impossibility of there being any other basis for re gardin g 
the * cognition of the meaning ’ as the eSect of anything else (other than the 
Cognition of Letters) provides the proof for the annulment of a contrary 
conclusion. Hence the necessary Invariable Concomitance between the two 
becomes established — (2733) 


The following might be urged: — “It may be that the Sphofa is not 
expressive The Letters themselves, being eternal, would be expressive , and 
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that those Letters are eternal has been established by Sense-perception and 
other Moons of Cognition 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2734). 

It having been established that expressiveness belongs to non- 
eternal LETTERS, — THE * RECOGNITION ’ AND ' INFERENCE 
PUT FORWARD IN PROOF OF etemohty, BECOME 
ANNULLED — (2734) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Pratyabhijnanumdne ’ , — l o Recognition and Inference 
In some places, the reading is * pratyabMjAanumdnam * , in which case 
the compound is to be treated as 'Samahara-Dvaniva ’ j or as a Karmadharaya, 
involving the deletion of the term ‘ sahita ' (the meaning being ‘ Recognition 
along with Inference ’) — (2734) 

The following Text points out that the argument put forward by the 
other party involves * self-contradiction ’ : — 


TEXTS (2735-2736) 

The OBJECTION IN QUESTION HAS BEEN urged by the OTHER party, 
THROUGH IGNORANCE THAT HIS DOING SO INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADIC- 
TIONS ON HIS PART , BEOAUSE THERE ARE ALL THESE (SELF- 
CONTRADICTIONS), IF YOU HOLD TO THE VIEW OF THE 
ETERNAUTY (OF LETTERS AND WORDS) — It HAS BEEN 
ALREADY EXPLAINED THAT IF WORDS ARE ETERNAL, 

THEY CANNOT BE EXPRESSIVE , BEOAUSE THEY 
COULD NOT HAVE ANY CONNECTION WITH 
THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE (AMONG THE 

Component Lettebs) and so 

FORTH; ALSO BECAUSE THEY 
are NOT PERCEIVED 

at all times — 

(2735-2736) 

COMMENTARY 


' All toe ,. 1S mea nt to include the fact 

• IFUh the order of sequence , J recessive All this is so, 

because on account oi the , et^a y q{ their aH-pervasiveness, it 

~ »» * *> *- » • b “” ' “ 
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of such * manifestation ’ has been already rejected. — Similarly, in the bringing 
about of cognitions, Eternal words can serve no useful purpose , as has been 
explained on several occasions, — (2735-2736) 

It has been argued by the Mtmamea'ka, under Text 2310, that — “ It has 
to be explained what the Word-Sound is which is being proved to be perishable, 
etc. etc." 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TESTS (2737-2739). 

THE ' IK ADMISSIBILITY OF THE REASON IN RESPECT OF ITS SUBSTRATUM ’ 
WHICH HAS BEEK SOUGHT TO BE PROVED BY THE PUTTING FORWARD 
OF A NUMBER OF LIKELY ALTERNATIVES REGARDING THE NATURE 

of the ‘ Subject ’ (Word), — is all due to ignorance of the 
real character of Inference , because the * Subject ’ is always 

THAT WHICH ACTUALLY APPEARS (IN CONSCIOUSNESS) WHAT 
ACTUALLY APPEARS IN CONSCIOUSNESS IS WELL-KNOWN, WITHOUT 
COGITATION EVEN ORDINARY FISHERMEN KNOW THAT THAT ALONE 
CAN FORM THE ‘ SUBJECT ’ — AND YET, IT IS ON THIS VERY POINT 
THAT DISPUTE HAS ARISEN AMONG BABBLERS THERE CAN BE NO 
DISPUTE REGARDING A THING WHERE DIVERSITY IS CREATED ONLY 

THROUGH one’s whim. — (2737-2739) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the ‘ Subject ’ has been indicated in the unqualified form, the 
setting up of a number of alternatives regarding its qualification constitutes 
a .Futile Rejoinder ’.—This is what is pointed out m the following 


TEXTS (2740-2742). 

When the * Subject ’ has been spoken op without qualifications 
THE SETTING UP OF ALTERNATIVES REGARDING QUALIFICATIONS 
WOULD PUT A STOP TO ALL INFERENTIAL PROCESSES — EVEN WITH RR- 
" *? INFERENCE THAT-" The IDEA DERIVED 

lKnmcTIOS JnJSr BE RIGHT, BECAUSE IT IS brought 
3 coulTbf "" “ ™ ” -osvebal such ALTERNA- - 
meant toee "r AGAKST as-‘If raE Subject is 
eternal and related brou T ht about by Injunctions that are 

whose s itbJI^ 0 erml de ” otaU<ms > ike Probans is one 
(2740-2742) “ N ° T AmnTTED BY other party.’— 

COMMENTARY. 

<■ ”'*« •" - «— 

Universal the cognition brought about by such 
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zxssl r-riissas **■ ■• - - 

„„„ ^ 5la t boen ar e ue <2 by the -MS***,** y „ „„ . 


TEXT (2743) 

‘Eternamw ' consists in .»*««* » * , SMe oi**,. M 
OPTOStTE OF Tins is ' non-eternauty ’ IF bb MtaMV m 

“® a “ me COnrf,ftm OEASBS, WHAT IS HEFT THEBE THAT COULD 
BE HELD TO BE ' EXTANT ’ 1 (2743) 

COMMENTARY. 

the T T’ ,’~ ThS ' COndjti0n ’ IS not anything different from 

the entity to which it belongs; hence when the condition has ceased, the 
entity also, as a consequence, ceases. Otherwise, if one thmg done not share 
the fate of another, it cannot be right to say that it is of the same nature 
os the other. — (2743) 


It has been argued by the Mimiimohi, under Text 2744, that— “If the 
Reason that is put forward is only amenability to sense-organs, then it is 
clearly fallacious, etc. etc. ”, 

The answer to this is as follows : — 


TEXT (2744). 

If the Reason tut forward is only amenability to sense-organs, 

IT IS CERTAINLY NOT BEOOSNISED AS FALLACIOUS, — IN YIEW 
OF THE FACT THAT THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ HAS ALREADY 
BEEN DISCARDED —(2744) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Already ’ — under the chapter dealing with the ‘ Universal \ — (2744) 

" If there is no ‘ fallaciousness in view of the * Universal — even so, 
having its negation suspected, the Reason would be Inconclusive”.— 
Anticipating this argument, the Author proceeds to point out the Invariable 
Concomitance oS the Reason, ‘ amenability to sense-organs ’ s— 
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TEXT (2745). 

That ■which serves as the cause (basis) of the sense-perception 

ENVISAGING IT IS SPOKES OF AS ' AMENABLE TO SENSE-ORGAN ’ ; 

BUT WHAT IS ETERNAL CAN NEVER BE A Cause , THIS HAS 
BEEN ALREADY ESTABLISHED — (2745) 

COMMENTARY. 

That object is spoken of as ‘ amenable to the senses ’ which serves as the 
cause of that Sense-perception which envisages that object j in the case of 
an eternal entity, however, no efficient activity is possible, either successively 
or simultaneously. Hence it is only right that there should be invariable 
concomitance (between nan-etemaliiy and amenability to Sense-organs) — (2745) 

It has been argued by the MXmamsaka, under Text 2320, that-—** as 
regards amenability to the Senses, it has to be ascertained what it really is, 
etc etc. ” 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (2746) 

It is known to all what sort of a thing serves as the cause (of 

COGNITIONS) , IF IT WERE NOT SO, THEN THE SPECULATION LIKE 
THE ONE STARTED BY THE OPPONENT COULD BE STARTED 
EVEN WITH REGARD TO SUCH CAUSES OF COGNI- 
TION AS THE Smbbe AND THE 

LIKE.— (2746) 


LUalMJMN TAR Y. 

What sort, etc etc ’ — i e. the idea is accepted as sound without any 
hesitation. f 

If that were not so, then even in regard to Smoke (as the cause of the 
nferential Cognition of Rue), the speculation could be started, as— Is the 
moke mentioned as the Reason something that is amenable to the Senses 7 
Or S t oriy a product of ‘Idea’ or ‘ Primordial Matter ’ or ‘Time’ and so 

alll-Ld ,1 “ C0C T 3lt t “ ad8 UP ° f Atoms ? 0risib so composed at 

2L£? LadlT w T the ‘Smoke’ as the Reason would 

become inadmissible by one party or the other —(2746) 

Pcrccn^as°folb,, aTSal ? bi ' under Text 2322, that —"Being 

being a product ^ r0m e ^ ors has b{ * n adduced as a Reason for the Word 

The au«!! ! d .r n - etema! '~ tbis * Inconclusive, etc. etc. ”. 

The answer to this is as follows • 
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TEXT (2747) 

As regards ‘ Intentional Destruction etc these are not admitted 

TO BE PRODUCTIVE (CAUSE) OF THE EFFECT IN THE SHAPE OF 
THE COGNITION FOLLOWING FROM EFFORT .—BECAUSE 
THESE ARE ALL PURELY ' ILLUSORY ’ —(2747) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Cognition following from effort ’ is the effect, — of which the producer 
or cnuse, — is said to bo ‘Intentional Destruction’, etc , but these are not 
ndmitlod to bo such cause — Such is the construction of the sentence 

If it is in accordance with tbo view of the SautranUKaa that the Incon- 
clusivoness of our Reason is urgod by the Mlmamsala , — then such ‘ Incon- 
clusivoness ’ cannot bo admitted , because, according to those same philo- 
sophers, tlio ‘Intentional Destruction’, etc have a purely ‘illusory’ existence; 
and what is illusory cannot bo productive of any effect; for, if it were, then it 
would lose that illusory character ; because what is capable of effective action 
must bo real, and o\ crytlung other than this must be illusory , such are the 
characteristics of reality and illusoriness (unreality) — (2<4<) 

If tlio * Inconclusn eness ’ urged is from the standpoint of the VaibhSfilas. 
— evonso, these people do not regard ' PrattsanUya-mrodha ’and the jrest 
as of the nature of ‘ Destruction ’, as you have represented them to be — 
ThjB is trlmt is pointed out m the following • 


TEXTS (2748-2749) 

The two ■ ntrodhas ’ are not regarded as being of the 

AS ‘DISSOCIATION FROM IMPURITIES BROUGHT ABOWC BY 

mrodka’ IS THAT WHICH SERVES AS AN A*®*** 

BAR to the appearance of the 
Thus people, not knowing the 

DOCTRINES, AND DEPENDING UPON THE 
. .»/ip nrtwirrwnE 


»OUTJUJNJE*9> — — 

WRONG NOTIONS OF THINGS, CONTINUE 

/CV-T A O 0*TA 0\ 


W/V U H TiTl! 


* rphe two ntrodhas 


COMMENTARY 

,_ ie PrattsanUya-mrodha and AprattsanMyS- 
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Answer . — 1 Sashraymh, etc etc ’ — There is 1 nirodha ’ — 1 dissociation ’ — 
from Impurities — which is attained by ‘ pratisankhya ’, wisdom ; hence this 
is called ‘ Pratisanlhya-mrodha And this vanes -with each associated 
object , hence the test has added the phrase ‘ one after the other The idea is 
that as many of * associated * factors there are, so many are the ‘ dissociated ’ 
factors also — As regards the ‘ apratisankhya-mrodha — this is the name 
given to that Dissociation which serves as an. absolute bar against future 
impunties — This is due, not to wisdom, but, to the inefficiency of the causal 
factors , that is the reason why it is called ‘ Apratisankhya-mrodha 

This has been thus declared — ' Pratisankhy a -nirodha consists in dissocia- 
tion one after the other , the other, Apratisankhya-mrodha, consists in the 
absolute bar to the birth of the impurities — (2748-2749) 

Even if these were of the nature of * Destruction there is no * falsity * 
or ‘ Inconclusiveness ’ in our Reason — This is what is pomted out in the 
following — 


TEXT (2750). 

The Akdsha and the ‘ Destruction ’ do not * follow from effort 

AS THEY ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OE CHARACTER. WlIAT FORM 
THE BASIS OF THE IDEA OF THESE ARE ■ (1) THE FOT- 
S HERDS, (2) THE MASS OF liGHT AND SO FORTH 

—(2750) 


COMMENTARY. 


This compound is to be construed with * na ’. 


* Prayatna, etc etc - 
"Why J” 

‘f e “ U4 V feev ° re eMmly devmd ° ! trader’.- Because ‘Destruction ’ 

nsista merely m the negation of the existence of things,— -and ‘ Ikasha ’ 

ZTZZ e \ y m th V e9atl<m ° f *"» ** *-f£lL 

and Destruction,— are devoid of character, featureless. How then can they be 
actiTO.” 9 " <er e ^° n ? ^ “ 0nIy characleT that can be capable of egective 

etc. '~“ What then 13 the basis of the idea of the Destruction, 


~ Thc P' eces ’ etc - etc.’— 1 mass of light ' 
mass of darkness also — (2750) 


> * and so forth * includes 


mdei^t^s^ra^w 8 under Text 2333, that— “If lt „ 

non-eternal, etc. etc ” ^ ^ bs either e atirely eternal or entirely 

The answer to this is as follows — 
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TEXT (2751) 

The idea op a dtjai character op any objective entity has been 
rejected Consequently, in the case op the Jar, it is 

NOT POSSIBLE THAT ONE ASPECT OP IT SHOULD BE ETERNAL, 

IN THE SHAPE OP THE 1 UNIVERSAL ’ —(2751) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the Mimdmsaha, under Text 2335, that — “In 
the same manner the exact nature of non-elemahiy also has to be considered, 
etc etc ”, 

The answer to this is as follows ■ — 


TEXT (2752). 

' Non-etebnality ’ IS HELD TO CONSIST merely IN the overthrow (negation) 
of the existing state, and it is this that is the Probandum 

(in OUR ARGUMENT) , AND THE LAMP PROVIDES A CLEAR 
CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE OP THE SAME — (2752) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ non-etemality ’ that is meant to be our Probandum is that which 
is merely of the nature of the negation of the existing etate . and m corrobora- 
tion of this, we have the instance of the Lamp and such things. Wherefore 
then can our Corroborative Instance be ‘ devoid of the Probandum ' I— (2752) 

In the following texts the Author puts forward-from the Opponent’s 
standpomt-tfie objection that the Instance of the Lamp also is devoid of 
the Probandum * . — 

TEXTS (2753-2755). 

« The perishability (non-eternauty) OP THE ! “° T 

admitted What happens en its case is that . 

PORTIONS OP IT PASS ON TO ANOTHER PLACE VERY QUOTH. . 

A LARGE MASS OP LIGHT REMAINS AT THE TOINT OP THE 
WICK , THAT PORTION WHICH GOES UPWARD IS CALLED THE 
* FLAME ’ , THAT WHICH PASSES EVEN BEYOND THAT 
CONSISTS OF JEERE LIGHT (DIFFUSED) 1 THAT 
WHICH PASSES STILL FURTHER^ IS TOO 
SUBTLE TO BE PERCEIVED — * 

(2753-2755) 

commentary. 

f "Flame pass on from point to point, very quickly , 
The portions of the Plame pass on p 

and it does not pensh m a moment ( 
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Question — Why do not they all move along at one and the same tune ? 
Ansuer — 

TEXT (2756). 

“The path being obstructed by those that have gone before, 

THE OTHERS DO NOT GO FORWARD AT THE SAME TIME ; AS THE 
PREVIOUS ONES GO ON MAKING BOOM, SO THE LATER 
ONES PROCEED FORWARD.” — (2756) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question — If the said portions of the Flame are capable of moving 
about, why do not they bum the grass or cotton that lies near it ? 

Answer — 

TEXT (2757) 

“ Even though they move about, they do not operate upon 
THE GRASS AND OTHER THINGS.” (2757) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that it is only when the Flame ib in the massed form 
that it becomes operative, — not when it is scattered about — (2757) 

The answer to the above is as follows . — 

TEXT (2757 Second Half) 

All this is mere assumption, as no proof for it has been 
ADDUCED. — (2757) 

COMMENTARY. 

Granting (for the sake of argument) what the other party has said, the 
Author points out defects in their argument : — 

TEXT (2758) 

S0 L0NG AS 1311 POTENCY (OF THE FLAMES) REMAINS 
UNAFFECTED,— WHEN THEY COME INTO CONTACT WITH GRASS, 
COTTON AND SUCH THINGS,— THE POSSIBILITY OF 
THESE BEING BURNT DOES NOT CEASE , AS 

before —(2758) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tf ° 5 .’ CtC ° f th ° P arts of the Flame 
the Same inthe" two ^““(27^^ b6mg D ° betwe8a 
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If it is admitted that there is difference m the Flame in the two states, — 
then the loss of eternahty becomes inevitable. — This is what is pointed out 
m the following — 


TEXT (2759). 

If it were hot so, then what sort of ‘ eternal thins ’ would the 
Flame be, — when there remains the difference between 
its efficient and inefficient states ? — (2759) 

COMMENTARY 
This is easily understood — (2769) 


It has been argued by the MimSmeaka, under Text 2339 that — " The 
eternahty of the Sentence may be asserted in the same manner aa that of 
the Relationship (between Word and Meaning) ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2760) 

The etebnality of the Relationship has been already rejected ; 

HENCE IT IS NOT BIGHT THAT THE ETBRNAUTY OF THE SENTENCE 
SHOULD BE REGARDED AS PROVED IN THE SAJIE MANNER 
AS THAT OF THE RELATIONSHIP —(2760) 

COMMENTARY. 

proceeds to discuss the nature of the Sentence 


TEXT (2761) 

r, ■trzzsrz 

t 

commentary- 

, ,-iLe Letters pure and simple, without any 
(1) Is the ‘ Sentence on 3 ^ ^ ^.fication of appearing : « 

qualifications 1 Or (2) is it t e something difforont from 

l certain order of sequence I-O* (2) 
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Letters, — in the form of Sphota ? — There are these three possible views — 
< 2761 ) 

The following Text points out the objections against the first view (that 
the ‘ Sentence ’ consists of the Letters only) — 


TEXT (2762). 

Letters, devoid of order of sequence, cannot be expressive ; 

HENCE SUCH LETTERS CANNOT CONSTITUTE THE 

‘ Sentence ’ — (2762) 

COMMENTARY. 

The objections against the second view (that the Sentence consists m 
the Letters arranged m a certain order) are stated in the following Texts : 


TEXTS (2762-2766) 

Nob can the Letters have an order of sequence. As they are 

ALL-PERVADING AND ETERNAL, THERE CANNOT BE ANY SEQUENCE 
IN T H EM OF EITHER TIME OR PLACE, — LIKE WHAT THERE IS IN THE 
LETTERS REDUCED TO WRITING, OR IN THE CASE OF FRUITS AND 

Flowers— If the order of sequence were inherent in the 
Letters themselves, then they would always be in the 
form ‘ sa-rn ’, never in the form ‘ ra-sa ’ , as the latter would 

BE INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE FORMER 0BDER, WHICH IS ETERNAL. THE 
LETTER ‘Ba’ that might be ELSEWHERE CANNOT BE SAID to 
APPEAR IN ANY OTHER ORDER OF SEQUENCE, FROM OUT OF Am 

Because every one of the Letters has been declared to be 
one AND eternal If it were not so, then ‘ Recognition ’ fut 

FORWARD BY YOU AS A REASON FOR ETERNAEITY ’ AND ‘ ONENESS ’ 

would be Inconclusive , as it would be present even when 
the Letters are diverse — (2762-2766) 


COMMENTARY 

«nn IlZ f fTV 6 ** ’-Because the order of sequence among 
things can be of only two kmds-spacial and chronological .-there is order 
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there can be no sequence due to breaks in the continuity, because they 
occupy the whole space entirely ; as all things subsist in one part of AlSsha 
only. — Nor can sequence in time belong to Letters ; because, being 
eternal, they must be all synchronous ' 

Then again, the order of sequence could either be made by man or be 
inherent in the Letters It is not held to he due to man , as in that case the 
Veda would have to be regarded as the work of man — If then, the sequence 
is inherent in the Letters, then the form would always be * sa-ra — never 
* rasa 

Nor can it be admitted that the Letters appearing in different words 
are different ; because Letters have been proved to be eternal on the ground 
of their being recognised as the same everywhere And it is the denial of this 
sameness that would be asserted in the said proposition (that they are 
different in different words). Otherwise Recognition (as the reason for 
etemality) would be Inconclusive — (2762-2766) 

It might be argued that — “ the Sentence shall consist in the order of 
sequence in the manifestation (and appearance of the Letters) 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (2767). 

The order of sequence in the ' manifestation ’ cannot constitute 
THE Sentence, because it has been shown that thebe can be 

no 'MANIFESTATION’ OF WHAT IS ETBBNAL.-FOR THIS 
SEASON THE ETEBNAUTT OF THE SENTENCE 
CANNOT BE DUE TO ITS BEING BELATED 

to the Universal ‘ Sentence 

—(2767) 


COMMENTARY. 

fea has been rejected b J f biTshown that there can 

It has been argued by the J—* — 

. — * ^ “ITfi 5? SSSTUi . 1- - case o£ 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXTS (2768-2769) 

Just as the teohnioal words lies ‘ vrddhi ’ have theer meanings 

CREATED BE THE WHIM OE MAH, — SO MAY ALSO BE BEGABDED TO BE 

the oase with wobds ltbe ‘ Svarga ‘ Yaga ’ and so forth — • 

In the oase oe such works of men as stories, dramas 

AND NOVELS, THE CONNECTION BETWEEN WORDS AND 
MEANINGS IS NEVER MEANT TO BE BEAL AND 

etebnal — (2768-2769) 

COMMENTABY. 

‘ Ichchharachita, etc ’ — Whose meanings have been created by the wish 
of man. 

* Utpadya ’ — The unheard of story created by the writer, — hke that of 

ilfi thaehveta j — and the drama, etc which also have the same character 

In the case of these the connection between words and their meanings is not 
meant to be eternal, in the shape of an inherent potency. The same may bB 

regarded to be the case with the Veda also — This is the Bense of the Text 

(2768-2769) 


In the following text, an objection— based upon the InadmiBsibihty of 
the Corroborative Instance — is raised against the above argument, — from 
the standpoint of the other party . — 


TEXT (2770). 

‘‘In THE CASE OF THE WORKS CITED ALSO, THE potency IS ETERNAL, 
THE NON-ETEENALTTY ATTACHES ONLY TO THE PARTICULAR USE 

of the Word ; and it is on account of this 

FACT THAT THERE ARISE DOUBTS REGARDING 

the eternal potency.” — (2770) 


CUilMENTABY 

But r;^r^r e " etc ^ the is b B ^ 

spoken of are not real y, 6 . Words wIuch is made even when the things 

it is by reason of this thatT^' 11 15 by mSn ’ 18 what 18 not ' e ternal ; and 

EenJt~ o b 0 mt ^ I^r ^ ~ 

-(2770) Instance cited (by the Buddhist) is ‘ inadmissible 


The answer to the above 


is as follows — 
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TEXT (2771) 

tkex, the same may he said regarding the Veda 

ALSO.— (2771) 

COMMENTARY. 

» *“ “ - - — 

It has boon argued by tho Mimammla under Text 2340, thab-“who 

I hlrr'^ ? t C 1 ° nnPCt ' 0n 0f Bueh th,n e s « B ™en, Sacrifice, eta, ell of 
which nro boyond tho roach of tho bdzhgs f ** 

TIio answer to this is ns follows :— 


TEXTS (2772-2773). 

"W no CAN EVER COGNISE THE POTENCY, IN THE FORM OP THE CONNECTION 
BETWEEN THE WORD AND ITS MEANING * That IS WHY IN THE 
case or the Veda, even the use 18 not regarded as due to 

HUMAN AGENCY'. — It COULD NOT BE LEARNT PROM MORE 
EXPERIENCED PEOPLE , BEOAUSE, BY' THEMSELVES, 

THESE ALSO ARE EQUALLY' IGNORANT THE ONLY 
COGNITION THEREFORE THAT MAY BE 
POSSIBLE IS THROUGH THE EXPLANA- 
TIONS PROVIDED BY MEN — 

(2772-2773) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows — By implication, you have yourself shown 
that tho knowledge of the meaning of the Veda that there is proceeds only 
from the explanations provided by men Because by its very nature, the 
potency rests in supetaensuous things , — hence the use or employment of 
tho Word in regard to this potency cannot be due to man ; nor can the 
cognition of it be derived from the more experienced people, because all 
these also are equally ignorant , — the ease therefore would be like the know- 
ledgo of Colour being obtained from blind men. — Hence, by implication, it 
follows that the said cognition must be due to explanations provided by 
men s there is no other atemative possible. — (2772-2773) 

The Opponent brings forward the following objection . 
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TEXT (2774) 

„ . „ „ nr ., TY VPTUCABLE TO THE SCRIPTURES COMPOSED 

“ This objection is equally 

(by Persons) ” — (2/74) 

COMMENTARY 

The objection that has been urged is applicable also to those scriptures 
that have been composed (by Persons) For instance, the 
reasonablv be raised-whether the ideas that modern people derive from the 
^ ords of Buddha and others deahng with supersensuons thmgsare m accord- 
ance with the intentions of those Persons,— or the reverse (27/4) 

The answer to the above is as follows — 


TEXT (2774). 

Not so, because to these (Scriptures) people have recourse 

THROUGH FAITH AND CONFIDENCE, EVEN IN REGARD TO THINGS 
THAT ARE OPEN TO DOUBT — (2774) 

COMMENTARY 

‘Tatra’ to tlio Scripture propounded by a Personality winch deals 

with matters useful to men That is, the wise followers of Buddha have 
recourse to their scriptures in full accordance with Reason, — and not bv 
mere hearsay. 

' Faith and confidence ’ — The confidence born of well-asoertamed 
notions obtained by means of the due pondering over reasons , as it is in 
things thus ascertained through proofs that people have confidence, — not 
in anything else , as m regard to other things, doubts never cease 

' Things that are open to doubt,'- -In the ease of assertions of Personalities, 
ns the Person expresses what he means, there is a possibility of such ideas 
having coma down through an unbroken line of men who have heard it from 
their predecessors , so that it is possible that there is an unbroken line of 
Tradition from the authoT down to the present day , and hence the ideas 
expressed are true Such ground for confidence is not available in the case 
of the Scripture that has not proceeded from a Personality , as there is no 
Person who actually taught it — Further, if there were a Teacher, then, as 
such a Teacher would be led to propound the Teachings for the benefit of 
men, it stands to reason that he would propound through words well-known 
among men , so that the meanings of those words could be rightly learnt from 
such use by the Teacher This is not possible in the case of the Scripture 
that is not the work of a Person , as there can be no intention or effort in 
that case — (2774) 

Question - — “ If this is so, then why do you not act in accordance with any 
Scripture (from among those propounded by human beings) f Mere doubt- 
fulness would be equally present m the case of all ” 

The answer to this objection is as follows . — 

33 
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T EXT (2-75) 

“ THE SCRffT& ' REj TSE ASSER3T0XS WHEREOF 
i°Z T0 BE C0NF ™ by Pebcbtooxaxb fe-TOE 
Teat caxxot be the case with the Veda , as this 

HAS BEEN- HELD TO BE SELF-SEmciEXT IX ITS 
AUTHORITY — (2775) 


C03EMESTAB7' 


TiTxen the matter spoken of m the Scripture is not found to he mean, 
pauble with facts ascertained by Perception and Inference —and aha 
in accordance with this, -then alone Z he act 

wetter be m doubt ,-not when he acta othennae ; because doubts reZmr 

^mg wrong and undesirable are aroused only by its being found tobleom 
‘ rar i t0 welf- ascertained facts of Perception (and Inference) 

“ If that is so, then m the case of the Veda, people would be acting l0 
the same way " ® 

Amiver ‘ 1 That cannot, etc ' 


‘ As this has been held to be self-sufficient, etc. etc.'— that is, it is regarded 
as an authority by itself , hence m this case it cannot be right to act after 
having examined the teachings by proofs and reasonings ; as in that case, 
the authority or rehahihty of the Veda would be due to something extenor 
to itself. 

2Ior is it possible for the teachings of the Veda to be confirmed. Because 
in the Veda we read of the man, m due course, being the actor and the 
experiencer,— his own preceding and succeeding forms being imperishable and 
unborn; — and this cannot be right , as has been explained under the chapter 
dealing with the ‘ Soul — Then again, we read there of the ctcrmhly of 
certain entities ; and that this also is wrong has been explained under the 
chapter dealing with the 1 Permanence of Things — Thirdly, the followers of 
the Veda hare held that there exist such things as the ‘ Universal ’ and the 
like, which, though really imperceptible, are declared to be perceptible , and 
similarly the successive Birth, Existence and Cessation of things have also 
been spoken of ; all of which are absolute impossibihf les — Similar!) , it has been 
taught that the Agent in whom no fresh attributes can be added, and who had 
not produced a single thing before, becomes the producer of something else , 
and similarly it has been taught that an established entity, though no! 
produced as an effect, continues to exist, on the strength of something else ; — 
and also the destruction of things by certain causes, and so on and so 
forth,— much is found that is quite contrary to all Forms of Right Cogni- 
tion.— How then could any intelligent person undertake any activity on the 
authority of such a Scripture (as the Veda) » — (2775) 


Rumania has put forward another argument m support of the etenmlit) 
of the Connection between IVord and its meaning , and it is pointed out in 
the following Teat that that argument is invalidated as ‘Inconclusive’ 
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with a view to such works composed by men as Stones, Dramas and the 
like — 

TEXT (2776) 

What the other pasty has urged in this connection is most irre- 
levant AND HAS BEEN SAID WITHOUT PERCEIVING THAT THE 
SAID CHARACTER OF ORIGINAL STORIES AND DRAMAS, ETC, 

IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN THE VEDA ALSO — 

(2776) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Original stories, etc ’ — those whose subject-matter is entirely new 
‘ Said character,' — eg that o{ being composed by the mere whim of 
man — (2776) 

Question — “ What is it that has been said by the other party ? ” 
Answer — 


TEXTS (2777-2778) 

" Barring the eternality of the Word and its Meaning, tbebb 

COULD BE NO OTHER REASON FOR ACCEPTING THE ETERNALITY OF 

their Relationship Therefore in regard to the Veda, 

THERE CAN BE NO BEGINNING FOR THE SAID RELATIONSHIP 

The Inference of the origination of the said Relation- 
ship IS NEGATIVED BY THE ABSENCE OF MEANS (CAUSES) , 

AND AS FOR THE INFERENCE OF THE N0N-ASSER17BILITY ’ 

OF PRE-ESTABLISHED RELATIONSHIP, IT IS SET ASIDE 
BY DIRECT SENSE-PERCEPTION ’’—[ShlolmarllUt— 
Samhandhaksepa-panhara, 136-138] —(2777-2778) 


COMMENTARY 

‘Word '-consisting of Letters its meaning '- the Universal — 
both of these being begmmngless, their Relationship also— m the shape’ of 
denotative Potency-must be begmmngless , that is to say. Potency Cg 
not-different from the thing to which ,t belongs, there can be no moaT of 

5 srSir 1 -* •xni 

The argument is formulated as follow • a-l- , 

t sr " rs,* b “ r- 

Tlirend and so forth— all St ‘° k ’ Wat “- 

Relationship (between Words nrt(3 ™ de ' 0ld o{ the means of making the 
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The Reason adduced here cannot be regarded as Inadmissible Because 
it has been already proved that, all men are without such means, under the 
passage — ‘ To whom would the Speaker have recourse to for the purpose of 
making up the Relationship foT the benefit of the Hearer * ’ 

Question — If that is so, then, as of the Cause, so of the absence of the 
assertion of Relationship itself, an Inference may be put forward 

The answer to that is that for the prosing of the ‘ absence of the said 
assertion the Reason — ‘ being devoid of the means ’ — would be inadmissible 
-(2777-2778) 

In the following Text, the Alimamsala shows how the said Reason would 
be Inadmissible — 


TEXT (2779) 

“ The only means (of comprehending the meaning) consists in the 

PERCEIVING OF ns REPEATED COMPREHENSION BY EXPERIENCED 

PEOPI.E And certainly the failure of such means cannot 
be admitted, in regard to the bringing abort of 
the comprehension " — [Shhlaiartila — Sambandha- 
l sepa-panhira, 138-139] — (2779) 


COMMENTARY 

The comprehension of the Relationship by experienced persons— per- 
ceived again and again— is the only way of asserting that Relationship 
unless one knows the Relationship himself, he cannot speak of it to another 

PerS ” The/mfure oj such means,’—! e the said means being ineffective 
* The comprehension ’• — -of the Relationship (27 /9) 

In the following Text, the Author proceeds to pomt out the defects in 
be above reasoning (of the Mimamsala) 


TEXT (2780). 

„ there were certainty in regard 

“ 

notions obtained from experienced ken be rare ( - 

‘ CONSONANCE WITH IT), OTHERS ^ ™ MWC 

WILL FALL TO THE GROUND —(2780) 

COMMENTARY 

It has been 

:;s:sS : i •^-^“ ss ’-' then 
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that is inadmissible , as the much wider conclusion to the contrary has 
been established in the form of the ‘ Perpetual Mux ’ 

If what is meant by the ‘ beginmnglessness ' of the Word and Meaning 
is that there is no beginning of the series of causes and effects, — then the 
Beason is ‘Inconclusive’, and also ‘Contradictory’, because the Relation- 
ship has no existence apart from the Relatives , and consequently, that rela- 
tionship also would be eternal like the Word and Meaning. 

As regards ‘ Being devoid of the means, etc ’ ( Text 1978), — that also is 
‘ Inadmissible * , because it has been proved that even when there is dif- 
ference by their nature, there are some things that are capable of bringing 
about the idea of sameness Consequentlv, what is meant is that there is 
a means available in the shape of the idea of the sameness of the thing cog- 
nised by both Speaker and Hearer And it has also been pointed out (Text 
2773) that ‘ the Cognition cannot be obtained from the experienced men, 
and they also are equally ignorant ’ 

‘ Otherwise, it would, fall to the ground ’ , — If it be held that “ the 
experienced persons, though themselves ignorant, comprehend the Rela- 
tionship ” — then such a new would be clearly contrary' to a fact of Sense- 
perception , the Proposition being like the assertion of the blind man relating 
to Colours — (2780) 


It has been argued by the Mimdmsaka, under Text 2341, that — “As 
regards the argument based upon the fact of the Veda being an aggregate, 
the counter-argument should be stated as follows — Vedic study is always 
preceded by previous study,— because it is called * Vedic study like the 
study carried on at the present time " 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (2781) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO * COUNTER- ARGUMENT ’ AGAINST 

the Reason * because it is an aggregate ’ , because this is 
a character whose Invariable Concomitance has 
been recognised as embracing all things 
—(2781) 


COMMENTARY 

thingfllb e »^dut a rec^ 1 sed haVmg ,nVBmWe °° nCOmltance Wlth n]I 

capacity 3 8rgUn>ent proeeeds on the nature 

an Inference wV , n ° thln 8 else ean embrace all things And when 
things, there can 1 r ° Cee e 0n the strength of the nature and capacitv of 

“ , nor is it. possible for two mutually contradictory- 
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characters to subsist in the same thing or else it would cense to be one 
thing — (2781) 

The following text points out the all-embracing character of the said 
Reason (Premiss) — 


TEXTS (27B2-27S3) 

When Letters are expressive, with distinct meanings, and appear 

IN A PARTICULAR ORDER OF SEQUENCE, — THEY COME TO BE KNOWN 

as ‘ Word ‘ Sentence ’ and such grouts , it is these that 

HAVE BEEN SO SPOKEN OF AS * AGGHEG \TES * — AND IT HAS BEEN 
SHOWN THAT ALL THIS— EXPRESSIVENESS, DISTINCT MEANINGS 
AND ORDER OF SEQUENCE — IS IMPOSSIBLE IN THE CASE OF 

Words not emanating from Personalities — Hence Tiir. 
Invariable Concomitance (Premiss, tut forward 
by the Buddhist) remains unshaken — 

(2782-2783) 


COMMENTARY 


1 So spolen e as 1 aggregates ’ 

If Letters do not emanate from Personalities, then all this— e\pre-MU - 
ness and the rest— m impossible , this has boon proved by u« nlreiuL And 
thus our Invariable Concomitance (i e the Premiss) becomes full a established 
-(2782-2783) 


Savs the Opponent — “ The Reason (Premiss) that, wo base put forward 
(under 2342),-“ because it is preceded by Vcdic study V-flfro comprehends 
all things , as the Author of tho Veda has noser been found 
The answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXT (~7S4) 

There is no such certainty of invar. able 

TO 'THE CHARACTER OF BEING SPOKEN 01 AS Ud< ^ 

such a Reason is open to the charge oi t 

CONCOMITANCE BFING POVHTFPL — (- >84) 
COMMENTARY 

, • there is regarding the character of * Ix-mp an twrtf 

’ Such certainty — ns there g , • its negative rnnrort.itnniw 

gate ' ; because m the ease of ‘ being an ^ s m , *«. of 

Z* the contrary of the X/v , -,278 ,) 

the other party’s reason-! b™.g apohen 

The same idea is further explained 
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TEXTS (2785-2786). 

If it were knows foe certain that men are enable to bring abort 

THE SAID ORDER OF LETTEBS, ETC — THEN ALONE WORLD THERE 

be the Invariable Concomitance desired by the other 
party That, however, can never be known for 

CERTAIN , SRCH A CERTAINTY CORLD BE OBTAINED ONLY 
IF THE CAPACITY AND PROPERTY OF ALL MEN WERE 
PERCEPTIBLE , AND THIS CORLD BE POSSIBLE 
ONLY FOR A PERSON WHO IS OMNISCIENT — 

(2785-2786) 

COMMENTARY 

S uch order ' — as is found in the ease of such Vedic sentences as Siai ga- 
Umio ' gnislomena yagela' — If it were known for certain that all men Mere 
unable to compose such collocations of letters, then there might be certainty 
relatmg to the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) urged by the other party. 
As a matter of fact, however, the said fact cannot be known except by an 
omniscient person — This is what is pointed out by the words — ‘ This uould 
be possible only for an omniscient person ’ — (2785-2786) 

Says the Opponent — -“ There are certain characteristics m the Veda — 
such as Teaching of Duly, difficulty of pronunciation and the like, — which are 
nevei found in the words of men , whence it follows that it is inconceivable 
that the Veda should be the work of man , under the circumstances, how 
can our Reason be open to the charge of being doubtful and hence inad- 
missible 7 ” 

The answer t-o this is as follons 


TEXTS (2787-2789). 

It is clearly conceivable that the Veda is the work of man as 

IT SPEAKS OF WRONGFUL SEXUAL ACTS, KILLING OF ANIMALS AND 

telling of lies —As for the character of being difficult to 
pronounce, the agreeableness of sound, difficulty of com- 
prehexsion, dvsagreeabhness to the ear and so forth— these 
charactekisucs of the Veda are found in the works 

P5mra RttES ° F THE ''’ ? ' EDA ALS0 — -^ S REGARDS SUCH 

. 11118 AS ca P« al y <0 cine poison, etc. that are 

ND TO BE TRUE, THIS IS FOUND ALSO IN THE CASE 

Incantations laid down by Vamaieya and 
such persons — (2787-2789) 


COMMENTARY 


arc not found , n fo,iows —Even if certain characteristic* 
- ertions, mere non-perception cannot prove 
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anything , so that the Reason still remains doubtful and inadmissible , it 
being just possible that there may be persons who would be able to compose 
works having the said properties of the Veda 

But the non-perception of the said properties itself cannot be admitted , 
because there are certain characteristics of the Veda, — such as the laying 
down of such ‘ Duty ’ as consists in wrongful sexual act and the like, — which 
are found in the works of the Decriers of the Veda also 

‘ Wrongful sexual acts ’ — such as This is laid down m connection 
u ith the Qosava — sacrifice , where we read ‘ Upaka udaham cfcujati, etc etc ’ 
— where ‘ Upahd ’ stands for the Saerificer , who is spoken of as sucling water 


In connection with the Aehvamidha and other sacrifices , — the Killing 
of animals is laid don n m the Veda , in such texts as — ' At midday, six 
hundred animals are used, etc etc ’ 

Telling of Lies — has been taught m the text — ‘ Lying in joke does no 
harm , nor lying to women , or at the time of marriage , or when there is 
danger to life , or when there is danger of losing one’s entire property , on 


these five occasions Lying is not smful ’ 

The mention of these is found m the Veda , and these'are found in the 
works of the detractors of the Veda also 

* Taiha ’ — also — ‘ Difficulty of pronouncing — ‘ Agreeabteness, ’ ' Incom- 
prehensibility ’—such as m the Vedic text, ‘ Amandrairtndrd, etc ’ , where the 
construction is difficult and far-fetched— ‘ S ’ being connected with ‘yo/it 
occurring later on ,— ‘ Disagreeable to the ear ’ — ‘ Adi ’—includes broken 
words, ultra-long vowels, and difficulties of accentuation and so fort l. 

The capacity to cure poison, etc —Or 1 removing of poison ’ and pec. mr 
potency ’ — ‘ Etc ’ includes the curing of obsession bv elements and otl 

evtl spells 

* True * — compatible with the real state of things 

vZateya, el ’-‘Etc ’ stands for the Incantations current among 

Buddhists and others — (2787-2789) 


It has been argued by 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (2790) 


-axnot in this wav' an Inference be made 

' ^ OF HUMAN BEINGS SUCH AS THOSE OP THE 


regarding the WORK 
Sugata [Buddha ) ? 


COMMENTARY 

A similar be * 8 " 36 * * SP ° te " 

the Buddha must have been preced 
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of as the ‘ study of the words of the Buddha’,— like the present study of the 
same — (2790) 


Question — “ If that is so, then how can>he words be regarded as those 
of the Buddha * ” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (2791-2792) 

Because its form was revealed by Hlm, therefore the words are 

CALLED ‘ OF THE BtTDDHA ’ THE REMEMBRANCE OF THE AUTHOR 
THAT IS THERE MAY ALSO BE REGARDED AS MERELY COM- 
MENDATORY — It might be said that — “ this is not so 

ACCEPTED BY THE OTHER FARTY ” , — BUT IF THE 

Reason is equally applicable, why cannot it 

BE ACCEPTED ? — Or, IT MAY NOT BE ACCEPTED 
BY THE OTHER PARTY , EVEN SO, IT MAY 
BE REGARDED AS POSSIBLE, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH REASON — 

(2791-2792) 


COMMENTARY 


Its form— character, nature,— has been revealed by Buddha 
In this ease also, the idea that people have regarding the author of the 
Buddhist Scripture may be explained as purely commendatory And here 
also author ’ may be explained as * rememberer 

The following might be urged— “The Buddhists do not accept the 
a * th ® ld /f of the authorship of Buddha is purelv commendatory,— 
nee vhy should you base your argument on this » ” 

the hHaou ^ Reason tem 3 equally applicable (to MahSbharata and 
thL wLfi L Cr f" e) ’ et ° et0 ’- If >^ea is m accord with Reason, 
men nm'Y ° U d * heBnddlust n °t accept it ’ It is not right for intelligent 
men not to accept what is m accordance with reason 

nut tl * Ble m ^ e lhgent Buddhist does not accept this idea , — we still 
put this to j 0.1 purelv on the ground of reason -(2791-2792) 


- This idea is confirmed by the 


words of the itfimdmsafca lnmself 
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TEXTS (2793-2705) 

‘ At ALL TIMES, MEN ABE .MOSTLY PRONE TO TELLING LIES JUST AS THERE 
19 NO CONFIDENCE IN REGARD TO THINGS PRESENT, SO ALSO THERE 
IS NONE REGARDING THE DESCRIPTION OF PAST EVENTS’ (SMoltl- 

vartika SOtra 112, 144) — By this reason of your own, 

THERE CAN BE NO PERSON RECOGNISED AS TEE AUTHOR OF 
ANY WORK AT ALL , EVEN THOUGH HE MAY BE DECLARING 
IT TO BE HIS OWN WORE — THUS THEN, PLEASE ABANDON 
ALL HOPE IN THE TRUTHFULNESS OF THE WORD WHICH 
DOES NOT PROCEED FROM A PERSONALITY , SPECIALLY 
AS IN SUCH WORDS HAVE BEEN MENTIONED MANY 
THINGS CONTRARY TO WHAT HAS BEEN SAID 

in the Veda — (2793-2795) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ liij this reasoning, etc etc,'- — i e the reasoning just stated 

The following might be urged— “Let all the Scriptures be such as are 
not the work of Personalities ” 

The answer to that is— ‘ Thus then, etc etc’— That is, the mere fact ol 
not being the wort of Personality cannot prose the truthful character of the 
Revelation, as such a Reason would be ’ inconclusive ’m '»■» ' ° 
words of Buddha and others Because these latter speak of th "'^ 

such as • there * no Art ’ and so forth, -which are « to - -t sjd 
in the Veda, and uhieh, accord, ng to you, are 
to suspect that the same may be the case with the words of 

— ( 2793 - 2795 ) 

The ‘Inconclusiveness’ of the 
The Author now proceeds to show that it s 
'as it demolishes what is desired bv him— 


TEXT (2790) 

Then again, in this way what C>» r» 
begmnmglessness, not freedom f P R rovtu>rn as not 

— "STANCE V£* E ^ , m - Itr «Ain 

- sss. » oS— 

COMMENTARY 

thelact of its being M beginning 
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It might he argued that — “ when it has been proved that it is without 
beginning, then, by implication it also becomes proved that it is not the 
work of man , because what is the work of a person cannot bo without 
beginning ” 

The answer to this is — “ Under the circumstances, etc etc .’ — That is, 
on the ground of there being no beginning, if a Revelation were proved to be 
not the work of man, then the same may he said regarding the customs of 
the Paraeilas and others (m whose case also, there has been no beginning) — 
(2796) 

The same idea is further explained — 


TEXT (2707). 

The customs of toe Paraslkas and others may be based toon others ; 

AND THE DOCTRINE OF THE ATHEISTS ALSO MAY HAVE ITS 

source in the ideas oe other people. 

—(2797) 


COMMENTARY 

! T eA T ’ 1 0ihers ’~“ propmmded t^ugh the ideas of other people. 
Having their source m , etc etc '-1 e that winch has its source m the 

CZ2i:Z7r ° f ° thBr « is prone to be 

ongnt about by the impressions of other people’. The ‘ Ka , 

...» ™ *”“ s,h «< *>« 

fr 1 * ■ «- w . 

eeptions, lust as is fi,« „„„ ,, , source in those same con- 

„„„ ■» w 

^2^7“ *>■«. »7 b. „„ 

The answer to that 19 as follows — 


xjsaT (2798) 

—( 2798 ) 

C03BIENTARY 

~wT ’~ le m ree “ d * ** there is likelihood of being untrue 
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It has been argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2344, that — “ The 
Past and the Future times can have no connection with any author of the 
Veda, etc etc ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXTS (2796-2800) 

As REGARDS THE PROBANS — ' BEING TIME ’ AND ‘ BEING FERSON 
THE NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE OF THESE IS DOUBTFUL , BECAUSE, AS 
SHOWN BEFORE, IT HAS NOT BEEN PROVED THAT MAN IS IN- 
CAPABLE OF DOING THE WORK IN QUESTION — ThE IDEA 

of ' Manifestation ’ also has been rejected 
Hence the speaker himself should be re- 
garded as the ' author ’ (Maker) Thus 

THEN, nr BOTH THE ARGUMENTS, THE 

Instance is devoid of the Pro- 
bandums — (2799-2800) 

COMMENTARY 

The fact that the incapacity of all men to compose the Veda has been 
proved,— that would have served as the reason annulling the contrary con- 
clusion, but as that incapacity has not been proved, the contrary of 
the Premiss remains in doubt Hence the Reason becomes * Inconclusive ’ 

‘ As before ’ — in the case of the Reason ‘ because it is spoken of as J edic 

study ’ , 

'The Instance is rfeuoid of the Probandum’.—ie the instance cite m 
the shape of the ‘ Common man of the present day (279 

It has been asserted by the MimSmsaU, under Text that- 

“ Please understand that the Vedic word is not false, etc etc 
The answer to this is as follows * 


TEXT (2801) 

BECAUSE IT IS DEPENDENT UPON THE TEACHING OF " 

HAS BEEN PROVED TO BE THE PRODUCT OF EFFO , 

■ freedom from the Speaker ’ does not reside » 

THE ‘ Subject nor in the Corroborative 
Instance — (2801) 


COMMENTARY 


'In the Subject or m the whrdi^hos been 

has been mentioned as the ‘Miner Term , 
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“the revealed word 

cited as the Corroborative Instance — (m the argument put forward by the 
Mimamsaka) — (2801) 


It has been argued by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2347, that — “ The 
Cognition brought about by the Veda must be correct, because it proceeds 
from the eternal sentence, etc etc ’’ 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXTS (2802-2803). 


The ETERNAL1TY OF THE SENTENCE HAVING BEEN REJECTED, THE 
CHARACTER OF 1 PROCEEDING FROM THE ETERNAL SENTENCE ’ IS 
CLEARLY RECOGNISED AS NON-EXISTENT IN THE ‘ SUBJECT ’ 

AND IN THE COKROBORATTVE INSTANCE — THUS, THEN THE 
FACT OF THE VeDIC INJUNCTION NOT BEING THE WORK 

of a Person being uncertain, your subsequent 
Reasons also are open to the charge of 
being Doubtful — hence-— Inadmissible 
-(2802-2803) 

COMMENTARY. 


Here also, as before, the Reason is ‘ inadmissible and the Corroborative 
Instance is ' devoid of the Probandum 

The Locative ending m the term * Dharmidr^tantayoh ’ is with reference 
to the character of proceeding from the eternal sentence 

‘ Valyas, ja is to be construed with 1 miyalve ' ; the Genitive ending 

denoting relationship >. e 

‘ Nityavakyodbhavatvasya ’ goes with * astddhih 

‘Pashchimtfu '—the subsequent Reasons— such as ‘being produced by 
causes free from defects ’ and so forth. (2802-2803) * 


^ ea ® ons P ut forward by the Mimamsaka, under Text 2349, 

" ( 1 5 b ® ca " ss rt « brought about by an assertion that does not proceed 

from an unreliable person ” ---and m « - proceed 

idea because there is nothing to annul the 

It is pointed out below that both of these are ‘ Inadmissible ’ 
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TEXTS (2801-2306) 

When the ‘Pehfethal lirac * has seek mm.* 

SOMETHING ETERNAL By ITSELF SEffl,,™ ® 11 ' ^ VEDA ' as 
HOW THEN CAN THERE BE ANY COGNITION “ 

CERTAINLY BEEN DECLARED IN THE VEDA orrrv ? SAS 

‘I, DOES NOT PERISH’ IN REGARD^ «“ 

BUT THE REJECTION OP THIS HAS BEEN CLEARLY L eor^ ™ ’ 
HENCE THE REASON IS CLEARLY • INADMISSIBLE • J^T Z * 
CAPABLE OP DIRECTLY PERCEIVING TIME, SPACE AND OTHErXL 
LIKE THE JHJUBE-FKtTIT IN THE PALM OP HIS HANDS, —EE ALONE 
CAN HAVE A COGNITION FOR WHOM THERE COVES BE NO REJECTION (op 
THE SAID ideas) — (2804-2806) 


commentary 

That which is eternal bp itself becomes discarded such is the ran 
s traction 

Wmt is meant is as follows —It having been proved, by Inference 
based upon, valid Reasons, that all things are subject to ‘ Perpetual Plus ’ 
—the Veda, which has been held to be eternal, becomes discarded. 1 Smn i- 
pena by itself, lias been added with a view to exclude the subject-matter. 

‘ Bow Ban there he any Cognition produced by 1 1 ? ’—That is, it cannot be 

This means that the Reason— 1 because it is brought about by assertions 
not proceeding from an unreliable person ’—is Inadmissible, in respect of its 
substratum 

The words * It has certainly been, etc. etc ’ show that the other Reason— 

1 because it is free from annulment — is 1 inadmissible ’ by itself — We read 
m the Veda that 1 being imperishable, it pensheth not ’ and 1 Indestruotible 
indeed is this Soul — Of this Soul or Spirit, the rejection lias been set forth 
in the chapter dealing with * No-Soul Hence the Reason is surely 1 mad 
missible ’ 

Says the Opponent — “There vs the clear declaration (in the Shabam- 
Bhagya) that ‘Injunction is the name given to the assertion that prompts 
activity ’ , which shows that it is only a particular portion of the Veda that 
is called Injunction, not the whole Veda. And it is the ‘ Cognition produced 
by Injunction ’ that has been made the ‘ Subject ’ of our Reasoning Conse- 
quently, even though there may be rejection of the Veda in regard to other 
matters, there can be no rejection of the Injunction So that the Reason 
remains perfectly admissible ” 

This does not affect our position In some place the entire Veda has 
been spoken of as 'Chodan S’ (Injunction), — which name has not always 
been applied to the prompting Sentence only Otherwise, the sentence 1 One 
should not injure living beings ’ would not be an Injunction , as it does not 
prompt to activity 

This also would be incompatible with the assertion m the Shabaro-BUpja 
— “ Both are here spoken of m the Injunction,— that which is conducive to 
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welfare as also that winch is conducive to trouble " , — because the Injunction 
does not prompt activity that leads to trouble, — winch would justify the 
assertion that ‘ Injunction speaks of what is conducive to trouble ’ 

Then again, the Skabara-Bkasya says — “The Cognition produced by 
the words of men is sometimes uncertain and wrong, — but there is nothing to 
show that the Cognition produced by the Veda is wrong 

As the eternal Veda has been discarded, you cannot prevent the suspicion 
that the said rejection may apply to the Injunction also As Kumanla 
has declared — “The fact of the Veda being a means of Bight Cognition shall 
be proved by the fact of its not being the work of any Person ’’ 

As a matter of fact, it is clearly seen that there is rejection of the asser- 
tions of the Veda relating to an eternal Soul,— even though it may not be the 
work of a person , — further, in the case of such Vedic assertions as — 1 Heaven 
follows from the performance of the Agnihotra ’, the said suspicion (of falsity) 
is inevitable Hence, as pointed out above, the Beason remains doubtful — - 
hence — inadmissible 

Tins is the reason why the Author reverts to his previous position and 

reaffirms the idea that the Beason is doubtful — hence — Inadmissible ‘ If a 

man is capable of directly perceiving, etc. etc ’ 

This also serves to set aside the following assertion (made m Shabara- 
Bhatya ) — “ The Cognition produced by the Veda is not found to be wrong 
either at another place or at another time or in another person , hence it 
must be true ” — (2804-2800) 

It has been argued by the Mimamsalca, under Text 2351, that “ Thus, 

like Light, the Veda being the • Eye ’ for all men, etc etc 
The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXTS (2807-2808) 

The Veda thus is something op which the exact eohm oh 

SUBJECT-MATTER IS NOT KNOWN TO MEN,- AND HENCE IT IS LIKE 
DENSE DARKNESS, POR WHICH ONLY DULL-WITTED PERSONS CAN HAVE 
AN ATTACHMENT ,— LIKE THE ATTACHMENT OF THE PardsUaS 
TO THEIR CUSTOMS HENCE, LIKE THE PdrOStht-S, THOSE 
DULL- WITTE D PERSONS ALSO, IGNORANT OP ITS MEANING, 

HAVE RECOURSE TO SUCH SINFUL ACTS AS THE KILLIN G ’ 

OP animals and the like,— under the influence 

OP THE PRUITION OP THEIR PAST WICKED DEEDS 

— (2S07-2808) 




betb'^’^T’ text ■- oihidheya ’-subject-matter -‘ That of which 
ootn these are unlnown to men ’ 

. 18 ,gnor f nce of ‘term’ of the Veda; as one cannot, either 

J nsolf, or with the help of others, determine whether tins is the exact 
Jotter, or some other letter, in the Text 
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.Similarly there is uncertainty regarding the subject-matter, meaning, 
of the Veda 

For these reasons, the Veda is like ‘ dense darkness — there being no 
light illumining it 

‘ Past wicked deeds ' — 1 e evil impressions left by past misdeeds , — the 
‘ nisyanda % fruition of that 

* Like them ’ — i e Like the PSraslkas — (2807-2808) 

It has been asserted by the Mimamsaka at the verj outset, that— 
“people, seeking for knowledge of Pharma and Adharma, must haic 
recourse to the Veda, as the only Cleans of Bight Knowledge 

The answer to this is as follows — 


i TEXT (2809) 

Thus, it has not been proved that the Vedic Injunctions are the 
valid Means of Right Knowledge of Pharma , for the simple 

REASON THAT ITS MEANING CANNOT BE ASCERTAINED BV AST 
ONE, EITHER BY HIMSELF OR WITH THE HELP OP OTHER 
DULL-WITTED PERSONS — (2809) 


COMMENTARY 

Dharma ’ has been mentioned by way of illustration , it include-, 
‘ Adharma ’ also — (2809) 

Question — “ If that is so, then how can any definite idea be obtained 
regarding Pharma and other things 7 
Answer — 

TEXT (2810) 

c VTV tor a Person whose inner dabk- 

POB THESE REASONS, PLEASE SEEK FOR A ™ - 

NESS HAS BEEN DISPELLED BY THE LIGHT OF KNOWLEDGE, AND 
WHO IS CAPABLE OF TEACHING THE CLEAR MEANING OF 

the Veda — ( 2810 ) 


COMMENTARY 


— ■ w ho has 


> Inner darkness ’-Ignorance, ‘ Pamfu. and Unpamfu. ■ 
dispelkdthie^t^aJ'E^®^ linpnrtea like ammnl slaughter, 

wrongful sexual acts and soforth ^ ^ ^ yonr ldetl of the Veda 

‘Seek for a teacher , otherwise the meaning 

being not cognisable, the sai 
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What is meant by this is as follows — 

Tlie notion of yours, that the Veda is self-sufficient m its authority, 
cannot be right unless there is an omniscient Person , — lienee such a Person 
has got to be admitted , — otherwise the authority and reliability of the Veda 
w ould be impossible , as explained above Under the circumstances, 
it is far better to rely upon the word of this Person himself, for the knowledge 
of Dharma and such matters , what is the use of assuming the Word not 
proceeding from a Person, — the reliability of winch Word must always remain 
doubtful ? 

It has been argued that matters like Dharma are not amenable to the 
direct meditative Perception of the Mystics — Tins assertion also is defective , 
because it is going to be proved later on, by means of Inference, that there 
can be such perception m the case of Mystics — (2810) 


End of Chapter XXIV 



CHAPTER XXV 

nnii'il I'm of the Duett ntt of ‘ Self-sufficient Validity . 


COMMENT \ltY 

\\ ith (lie following Tut. tin- author prom ds to further support the idea 
of Ins (!■>> )nno being ' fne from all self sufiiuuit Revelation ’ (dcelarcd in 
the Tiitrodm torv ’Ji \ts) — 

TEXT (-’Ml) 

'furs Tin s, it must. 1 ‘-taw.imii i> th vt tiik Vedas are the vvobk or 
\ ri lisps u.m , 'tin. si Li*si *hcii ncy m Turn: u.thor m* 

SMI V U.I 111 TY M.SO 111 COMES OVEIITHROIVX VVITIfOLT 
1.11 (HIT — (-JM 1 ) 


COMMENTARY 

With It \I( vv to estuhtish the mithont.v (and rehabihtv) of the Revealed 
Word l tie followers of •Tnimmi have declared that of nil Pramiina * (Cognitions 
mid Means of Cognition) the vahditv is self suflitient, inherent,— and its only 
iii\alivht> is due to other causes, estrmsic Thcv nrgne thnt if their 
vnhdilv ‘vert* vstrmsis (due to other causes), there would be an infinite 
regress, which would strike nt the root of nil notions of the valid and 

mvnhd ufM ( thwe )|re four c, 0 „s possible -il) Sometimes both 

valtdil v and mvnhd, tj are inherent ,-(2) sometimes both am 

(,t) Vahditv is estunsie mid Invalid, tv ,s inherent ,-P> \ahdvtv 

I„v JiltTUng to the same -gmt.on ^ 

and lienee there could bo no cer cun > Invalid Cognitions winch 

'-"""f * 

v> ould not be conn- - hft „ hpmc valid only Because, 

could be no certnmtv astoanypartieuar ® t would become 
ns regards Annulment also, that could definitely 

rrsrsr 
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— no other character could be recognised as belonging to it, and thus it 
« ould become truly ’ inexplicable ’, ‘ indeterminate ’ — Tins has been thus 
declared (by Kumarila in Shlokavurlika — Chodand-Siitra 35 and 37) — ‘Both 
(Validity and Invalidity) cannot be intrinsic, as the two are mutually con- 
tradictory , nor can both be extrinsio ; as in this case, the Cognition would 
have to be regarded as featureless (35) . If it be argued that the two 
characters might not be incompatible, as belonging to different Cognitions, — 
oven so, as it is not dependent upon anything else, it cannot be determined 
which character belongs to which cognition ’ 

(3) Nor can the third view be right , [that Validity is inherent and In- 
validity, is extrinsic] , — as this involves an infinite regress For instance, 
what is by itself intrinsically invalid, can never be expected to bring about 
validity, because it is itself invalid, nor could it be expected to proceed 
from what is valid ; because it stands on the same footing as the other , — 
if it be expected that validity would come from outside,- — then there would 
be an infinite regress For the purpose of determining the validity of a single 
Cognition, one would have to follow up a series of such Means,- — and the entire 
life of man would become used up 

For these reasons, there being no other alternative available, the validity 
of all Pramanas (Cognitions and Means of Cognition) must be regarded as 
inherent in them, and the invalidity as extrinsic — This argument may be 
formulated as follows — When certain things are restricted to a certain 
thing,— they do not need anything else, so far as that thing is concerned,— 
e g Alaska and Ineorporeality , — the Pramanas m question are restricted 
to the character of being valid , — hence there is apprehension of something 
contrary to the wider character —The Reason adduced here is not ‘ Incon- 
clusive , a character winch is impossible by itself cannot be thrust upon it 
by something else, eg corporeality cannot be thrust upon Alaska.—* This 
las been thus asserted—* The Potency that is non-existent by itself can never 
be created by anything else 1 [Shlolavartika-Chodana -Sutra 47] -(2811) 


V llh the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out objections 
against the above view (of the MimSmeaU), by showing the insignificant 
character of lus proposition — b 


TEAT (2812). 

YOU HAVE MADE THE ASSERTION THAT— “ THE VALIDITY OF ALL 
Pramanas should be regarded as inherent in them Shloha - 

varlika, Chodand-Biitra 47] -Now what is the meaning that 
YOU ATTACH TO THIS ASSERTION ? (2812) 

COMMENTARY 

lhMm „ ^ b-t 
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CHAPTER XJ.V. 


TEXT (2813) 

Pmmanas by their very nature, the capa- 
city THAT IS NOT INHERENT IN A THING BY 
ITSELF CANNOT BE PRODUCED BY 

anything else ” — ( 2813 ) 


COMMENTARY 

If Cognition is what Is ■ Pramdna * m the sente of th eform of Co,„„ l , D „ 
then the capacity to bring about the apprehension of the cognisable — i e 
the cognition of what is to be cognised,— must be inherent m it , because Cog- 
mtion is of the nature of the apprehension of things —If, how e\ er, the Eve and 
the Organs are meant to be « Pramdna \ m the sense of the ■ means oj Gogm- 
twn ’» thon tho capacity to bring about the right cognition of tilings must 
be inherent m it, and the Vedie Injunction also must have the capacity 
inherent in it, of bringing about the cognition of tilings beyond the senses 
All tins is included under the term ‘ adi « etc ’ (m the compound > meaa- 
bodhcidthe ’) 

The argument in bupport of this idea is added in the words (of the second 
line) — ‘ The capacity that is not, etc etc.' — (2813) 


Tho same idea ib further explained by tho . iUtmumtala — 


TEXT (2814) 

“ * Independence ’ (Self-sufficiency) is the only basis for 
' validity ’ If ‘ dependence ’ were admitted, then the 

‘ VALIDITY ’ ITSELF WOULD BE DESTROYED.” — (2814) 
COMMENTARY. 

‘Basis of validity ' — i e of the very idea of ‘ vabdity ’ 

* Tadeva ’ — Validity itself — Because on the cessation of tho more 
extensive character, the loss extensive one cannot contmuo — (2814) 

The following might be urged—* Let the validity be destroyed ; w hat is 
the harm ? ’ 

The Mimdmsala's answer to this is as follows : — 
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TEXT (2815) 

“ How CAN ANY REASONABLE PROTAGONIST ACCEPT A VIEW THAT STRIKES 
AT THE VERY ROOT OF THE MATTER — WHEN HIS EXPRESSION OF 
THIS new ITSELF DESTROYS THE VERY MEANS OF 
ESTABLISHING IT ? ” (2815) 

COMMENTARY 

‘Root of the matter' — i a Validity — This is * slntcK at the root ' — done 
away with — by the idea of * dependence on something else ’ , — because it is 
contrary to a character more extensive than that Because ‘ validity ’ is 
‘ pervaded by ’ — less extensive than — ‘ independence ’ , how then could this 
‘ validity ’ obtain a footing, if there were the said * dependence which is 
contrary to * Independence ’ which pervades * validity ’ itself ? 

‘ When, etc etc ' — points out the Invariable Concomitance between 
* Validity ’ and ‘ Independence ’ 

‘ Yena ’ — Because — (2815) 

Question — In wliat way doos it destroy the means of establishing it * 
Answer — 


TEXT (2816) 

“ That ' validity ’ is ‘ dependent ’ (not self-sufficient) can never 

BE SECURELY ESTABLISHED , — AND WHEN HIS REASON ITSELF 
HAS NOT BEEN ESTABLISHED, WHO CAN PROVE THAT 
WHICH IS TO BE PROVED BY THAT REASON 7 ” 

— (2SI6) 


COATMENTARY 

‘ Cannot be securely established — i o it would involve an Infimte Regress. 

Question — There might be an Infimte Regress , what is the harm * 

An sacr ' Whenthc Reason etc etc ’ — le that party whose Reason itself 
has not been established — dulv ascertained ■ — Wliat is meant is that it is 
onl\ when tlie Indicator itself has become Known that it indicates the object 
which is * pervaded by ’ — im ariabl v concomitant with — itself , it does not 
do so bv its mere presence— So tlint, when the Party himself has no 
definite idea of the Reason, how can he adduce that Reason for convincing 
the other party ? — (2836) 

Mitli the following Texts, the Author proceeds to refute the nbovo 
arguments (of the Mimamsnla m support of tlio Inherent Validity of 
Cognitions) — 



327* 


TATTVA5AEG3AHA: CHAPTE3 rrr 


TESTS f2S17-2S3S). 

It THIS 33 TTHAT IS MS AET, — THEX THE SATO CAPACITY (PoTESCY) 07 
ALL TK TVG5 CAEEOT 37 EOE-BIfiEKEST FEOM THEMSELVES, AS 
EXELAIEXB 2EF02S : — IS' PACT. ' CAPACITY ' IS THE XAKE GIVES 
TO TEAT POEM OP THE THIEG (CaTSE) TT33CH IS CAPABLE 
OP PHOUrCISG THE DESEED EFFECT : IF THEY, THAT 
F03M T YE33 EOT OF THE EATUHE OF A POSITIVE 
€7<?ifzf„ ~ xH£y x3E SAID THEsG COULD ^OT BB 

ae D.sft iis ageni (etftceest catse) — 

(2817-2S1S) 


COMHESTABY, 

Xcnv —hat is it Shat is meant by the term * inherent ’ (belonging to if 
bv its very narnre) 5— (o) Doss it mean Shat H is -inherent * in the sense 
that being eternal, it has no cause J Or (b) that it is ‘inherent ’ in the 
sanse that, even thoneh it is not-eterash it appeals at the same time that 
the Cognitions have their essence (existence) brought about hr there causes— 
and not that it is imposed upon them subsequently hr other causes ? 
These are the two alternative -views poasble. 

Votr, the jiraf oi these (that it has no cause] is not acceptable ; because ( 1 ) 
wonia each a 'Capacity’ be something different (fro m the Cognition to 
which it h=lons) ? Or (3) non-different from it? Or (3) neither different 
^non-different ! Or (4) both different and non-different ?-Tbese four 

zz&szstz* 

the things themselves. «™3s_* Jn fan Capacity m fi-c name. 

ac - - ®“ -^e’werenot of the nature oi n positive 

-o produce its e^e ctiand n xhi- and thus (not h-mp 

» * - 

etemsi: so that th» Capacity .**■ * comm* mto «««"• 

ha-re to be regardea ns nin-^rviL ‘ ; sbrnne the «rve fate, 

through lb ethmenev oi it= emis’- O-herense, 

Yhs is what n- nam.en. on 
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TEXT (2819) 

How can such a ‘ Capacity ’ of Pramanas — which is non-eternal, 

AS COMING INTO EXISTENCE THROUGH THE EFFICIENCY OF ITS 

Cause, — be held by you to be ‘ natural ’ ‘ in- 
herent ’ * — (2819) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, if the Pramanas are non-dijferent from the said * Capacity 
they would themselves, like the Capacity, be eternal nad without cause — Tins 
is what is pointed out m the following . — 


TEXT (2820) 

If the ‘ Capacity ’ (of Pramanas) were ‘ natural ’ (inherent), 
the Pramanas themselves would have to be regarded as 
eternal and without cause Because Pra\nanas would be of 

THE SAME NATURE, THEY WOULD SURELY BE ETERNAL 
AND WITHOUT CAUSE —(2820) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question — “ What is the harm if that is so » ” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (2S21-2822) 

In the event of the Pram.dij.as being without- cause, they would 

BE EITHER PERMANENTLY existent OR PERMANENTLY non-existent , 
BECAUSE THEY WOULD NOT BE DEPENDENT UPON ANYTHING , 
UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, THE EFFECT CONTINGENT UPON 

those Pramanas could not be occasional, as a 

MATTER OF FACT, HOWEVER, THE form AS WELL AS 
THE effect OF Pramanas is found to be occa- 
sional , — HENCE IT IS CLEAR THAT FOR 

you, the 4 Capacity ’ in question 

CANNOT BE ‘ NATURAL ’ (IN- 
HERENT).— (2821-2822) 


COMMENTARY 

, ” tl l°, y ar ° w,thout cou<!e ' tllp y m " st oitlier exist for ever, or never exist 

at nl . That in the ovonl of their eternahty, they must exist for ever— is 
well known , lienee it lias not been mentioned separately 
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Another incongruity is pointed out — ‘ Under the circumstances, etc etc' 

‘ Tailaijnttam ’ — contingent upon the Pramdn as 

This shows that the Proposition of the other party is contrary to Perrep. 
tion and Inference For instance, that the form of the Cognitions and tlieir 
Means is occasional, is known by direct Perception, — and is also inferred from 
the fact of its effects appearing successively, one after the other Tims 
those two Moans of Cognition clearly set aside the iden of the said Eternnhtv 
of Cognitions — (2821-2822) 

In the following Text, tho other party makes an attempt at avoiding the 
two incongruities just urged — 


TEXT (2823) 

If tt be heed that— “The form of the Tramanas acquires its 

MANIFESTATION THROUGH CERTAIN MANIFESTING AGENCIES , ANO 
THEN THAT FORM, THROUGH THE HELP OF OTHER CAUSAL 
FACTORS, BRINGS ABOUT ITS OWN EFFECT ” — then 

the answer is as below — (2823) 


COMM ENTARY 

When the form of tho Pmmdm is manifested by tho manifesting agencies, 
then alone it is apprehended, not otherwise , -hence, even though it is 
eternal there is no possibility of its being apprehended at all times -Nor 
can there bo any possibility of its effect appearmg at all times, because 

—(2823) 

The answer to the above explanation of tho Mimdmsala .s ns follows - 

TEXT (2824) 

_ ^ < ucavtfESTATTDN ’ OF THE ETERNAL THING 

T ”“ s=£= - — 

WAS BEEN REJECTED ALKEADi , 

rvnciBLE bx the Pramams bn ' 

BE APPREHENDED AT ALL TIMES -(2824) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Marufedation omf of^tho eiornnl thing 

on the ‘ Revealed Word ’, the ^ be£m ovptanc d that the thing that 

clToeSS'ca^t help— 0tter " 
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‘ The effects producible, etc etc ' — ‘ Tat ’ stands tor the Pramanas , 
( he effects of these by themselves, etc etc 

The view that “ tlia Potency may be both (different and non-different.) ” 
cannot bo right, because they are mutually contradictory and also because 
it would bo open to all the objections that have been urged against Di fference 
as also those urged against Non-dt fference 

.Nor can the viow that “ it is neither different nor non-different ” be 
accepted Because between two mutually exclusive things, the affirmation 
of one is inseparable from the denial of the other , hence it can never be 
right to deny it at the very time that it is affirmed , as the affirmation and 
demo' of the same thing involves an incongruity This objection is quite 
clear , bonce it has not been stated in the Text — (2824) 

The Author now admits the last three alternative views (for the sake of 
argument) and then points out objections against them — 


TEXT (2825) 

Whether the capacity be different ; or both (different and non- 
different), — the Pramana itself must be eternal, — being 

ASSOCIATED WITH THE ETERNAL capacity (2825) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Prllmllvam i o the view that the Capacity is different from the 
Cognition ‘ Vbhm/atnmhmn ’, ‘Both’, -this is by way of illustration, it 
should be taken as including the view that ‘it is neither different nor non- 
different —Or this last also may be taken as mentioned in the same term 
■ubhayalmala ’ , as this also consists of both — i e the denial of both 

Under all these three views, the Cognition must be eternal, by reason 
i -s bomg related to the Capacity, which is eternal — (2825) 

Question — “ How so ! ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (2826) 

If that were not so, then the Capacity could not be eternal, 

WOULD NOT CONTINUE IN THE SAME FORM BEING AT TIMES 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE COGNITION, AND NOT- ASSOCIATED 
WITH IT AT OTHERS — (2826) 

COMMENTARY 
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The said ‘ non-continuance of the same form ’ is pointed out, by the 
words being at times, etc etc ’ -if the Cognition is not eternal, then the 
Capacity would have two forms, — one associated with the Cognition, and 
the other not-associated with the Cognition , and it is not possible for the 
same thing to have two mutually contradictory characters , as m that case 
it would cease to he one , and there would ho an end to all notions of dif- 
ference — (2826) 

The Author now refers to the second alternative new [mentioned in the 
Commentary on 2817-2818, viz that “the Capacity is inherent, in the 
sense that though it is non-eternal, it appears at the same time that the 
Pramanas have their essence brought about by their causes "] — 

TEXT (2827) 

Ip the view taken is that — “ the Capacity is produced by the 
causes of the Pramanas themselves, and is not something 

IMPOSED UPON THEM BY OTHER CAUSES, AFTER THEY HAVE 
COME OUT OF THEIR CAUSES ”, — [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
FOLLOWS IN THE FOLLOWING Text] — (2827) 

COMMENTARY 

The following Text provides the answer to this view , — that it is open to 
the charge of ‘ futility ’ — 


TEXTS (2828-2825) 

Then, there is no dispute between us Who is there who could 

MAKE THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE CAPACITY OF AN INDlVI. 

THING IS INFUSED INTO IT AFTER THAT THING HAS BEEN PRO- 
DUCED BY ITS CAUSES * BECAUSE THE FORM THAT IS SVBSE- 
QUENTIY INFUSED INTO A THING BY OTHER CAUSES IS 
AN ENTIRELY DIFFERENT ENTITY, AND IT IS NOT 
THE CHARACTER OF THIS OTHER ENTITY THAT 
IS BEING TAUGHT IN THE PRESENT CON- 

text ' — (2828-2820) 

COMMENTARY 

Both kinds of things, permanent and impormanentr-wl^ 

—come about m the^omptete ° r n ™ nny capacity, if nnv 

and no causal factor can later , odudt0 n of an cnt.ro!> ncv 

such capacity were infused, it ™ ncw future of the same 

thing, and not the infusion > f (h nntliro of (],o thing. >f 

a arrsi- - — — — 

2829) 
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The following might be urged — “ It may be that no Capacity can be 
imposed upon an indivisible thing subsequently , why cannot it be imposed 
upon what is divisible ’ ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (2830) 

‘ Difference ’ among things has been explained as consisting in 

THEIR BEING ASSOCIATED WITH CONTRARY ( DIVERGENT) PRO- 
PERTIES , so that, if on the appearance of the Cognition, 
there is non-appearance of the Capacity, — the said 

CONTRARY PROPERTY IS CLEARLY PRESENT IN THE 

capacity — (2830) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Text proceeds to point out the objection that is specially 
applicable when things are impermanent — 

TEXTS (2831-2832) 

With reference to all things, it has been proved that there 

IS ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’ , HENCE IT IS NOT POSSIBLE FOR ANY 
EFFICIENT CAUSAL FACTOR TO I5IPOSE A ‘ CAPACITY ’ UPON 

things — Such things have no subsequent existence, 

BY VIRTUE OF WHICH THEY COULD ACQUIRE A CAPACITY 
FROM OTHER CAUSES, FOR THE BRINGING ABOUT 
OF ANY EFFECT — (2831-2832) 

COMMENTARY 

1 For the bringing, etc etr ’ — such as the definite cognition of things 
The rest is easily understood — (2831-2832) 

The following might be urged— “ If yon have no dispute with ns, 
thou, why have you accepted the view that the validity of Pramnnas is 
erltanemis ? ” 

Anwwr — 

TEXT (2833) 

All that the wise Buddhists assert is only this— though present 

IN \ CERTMN COGNITION, THE CAPACITY CANNOT BE APPREHENDED BY 
ITSELF — (2833) 

COMMENTARY 
' Apprehended ’—with rertmnti 

Tig ilselj ’ ip hv tho moro presence of the Cognition, — by tho mere 
apprehension of things, — irrespectively of tho subsequent conformity of its 
effects — (2833) 
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anything difforPnTfroJftho^^on ^ ^ Capaf " ty w not 

bonded, the Carina tv aha hrf ’ ^ f” ths Co 5 n,tlori has been appro. 

4»w*»r — 


TJSAT (2834) 

W "°v^ir CAI>AIiLF ' 0r ra * nn ™ ar *«««>»«, from tub MERE 
Rn 0F THi; COGNITION ITSELF, the capacity OF the 
COGNISED THING, AS IT STANDS, TO BEING ABOUT ITS 
APPREHENSION AND ATTAINMENT I — (2834) 


COMMENTARY 

‘Bodha’ is apprehension , ‘ dpt, ' is attornment of the cogmeed thing 
as t( stands ’ tile capacity to bring about the said apprehension and 
attainment — [who can apprehend J] 

‘ Mere ’ — independently of the properties of the cause, —such as ‘ Rola- 
tionship ’ and tho like —(2834) 


Question — “ Whv can no one apprehend it » 
Answer — 


TEXT (2835) 

[The said capacity cannot be apprehended with certainty] because 

EVEN IN THE CASE OP SUCH COGNITIONS AS THAT OP THE ‘ H AIR- 
TUFT ’ WHICH CLEARLY ENVISAGE THE THING COGNISED— WHICH 
ARE ADMITTEDLY INVALID AND WRONG, — THE ' NATURE 

op the Cognition ’ is present —(2835) 
COMMENTARY 

* Kesha, etc etc ’ — In the case of such illusory perceptions as those of 
the * Hair-tuft ’ (perceived on pressing the Eyes) 

What is meant by this is as follows — Even when the Capacity has been 
apprehended, as the apprehension resembles an invalid cognition, there can 
he no certainty regarding it , just as m the case of the potency of antidotes 
to poison Mere apprehension cannot bring about certainty , as confirmation 
by actual appearance is needed for that purpose , and there is certainty only 
m regard to that aspect on which other properties have not been imposed 
by causes of misconception — (2835) 


Question — " How then can it be known with certainty ? ” 
Answer — 
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TEXT (2836) 

Hence what is needed is the cognition of ‘ effective action ' or 

SOME OTHER FACTOR,— FOR THE PURPOSE OF BRINGING ABOUT 
CERTAINTY, — not FOR INFUSION OF THE CAPACITY , AS 
IN THE CASE OF POISON, ETC — (2836) 

COMMENTARY 

Some other factor ’ — such as the knowledge of the purity of its source. 

‘ Not for the infusion, etc. etc ’ , — this has to be construed with ‘ anyul 
apikgyate ’ 

' Asyah ' — of the Capacity 

Because certain cognition subsists in the Cognising Person, it is only right 
that for the bringing about of such cognition other causes should be needed , 
—not so, for the purpose of infusing the Capacity ; as this * infusion ’ sub- 
sists in the Capacity, — and the Capacity having come about along with the 
Cognition, the * infusion ’ also becomes accomplished on that — (2836) 

The follow mg Text proceeds to explain the example of ‘Poison, eft’ 
(uted under Text 2836) — 


TEXTS (2837-2838) 

In the case of Poison and Wine, it being tound that they are 

SIMILAR TO OTHER THINGS, AND THEIR EFFECTS DO NOT APPEAR 
IMMEDIATELY,— FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE CERTAINTY OF THE 
COGNITION THAT IT IS REALLY POISON OR WlNE, IT IS 
NECESSARY THAT ITS EFFECTS SHOULD BE DEFINITELY 
PERCEIVED, IN THE SHAPE OF UNCONSCIOUS- 
NESS, SWEATING, INCOHERENT TALK AND SO 
FORTH— In THE SAME MANNER THE 
EXISTENCE OF THE CAPACITY IN 

the Cognition can be ascek- 

TAINED ONLY ON THE AP- 
PEARANCE 01 ITS EI- 

FEcrs —(2837-2838) 


'Other Sr* e>C -'~ tha * finding ’ perception — of its aundanty to 

JSS. «£ Z “ B “ d ' **■»*■"■ ’ 

M ™ ac ' *'Jjects — unconsciousness and the like — 

not follo/^^teV. thCSe Immediatel> ’ Hlat their effeeti > do 

nr* *■ — - * •-«* .s» „ 
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■ The Capacity m the Cognition, of apprehending and attaining (getting 

at) Urn cognised thing as it loally exists — ( 2837 - 2838 ) 

Tho following Text points out that the Proposition (of tho other partv) 
involves contradiution of Iub own words ‘ 


TEXTS (2839-2840) 

Further, indisputable ' validity ’, consisting in ‘ Capacity 

CAN BE ASCERTAINED THROUGH ANOTHER MEANS OP COGNITION, AS 

HAS BEEN ASSERTED BY YOURSELF, IN THE DECLARATION THAT THE 

“ Capacity or potency of all things is proved by Presump- 
tion BASED UPON THE PACT THAT THEIR EFFECTS CANNOT BE 

otherwise explained ” — [Shlolavdrlila — Shunyavddu, 254] 

Now IF IT IS PROVED BY PRESUarFTION, WHY CANNOT IT BE 
REGARDED AS PROVED BY SOMETHING EXTRANEOUS TO 

itself 1 — (2839-2840) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Why cannot it, etc — It must be so regarded , that is, bueause the said 
Presumption is another Pramana — (2839-2840) 

It has been argued (by the Mimamsalca) under Text 2814, that — “ tlio 
validity itself would be destroyed, if it were held to be dependent on some 
thing else ” 

The following Text points out that this argument is ‘ Inconclusive ’ — 


TEXT (2841) 

The validity, being something indivisible, having been brought 
ABOUT BY ITS OWN CAUSES, — THEBE WOULD BE NO DESTRUCTION OF 
IT by its dependence on something else , AS such dependence 
IS NECESSARY ONLY FOR BRINGING ABOUT CERTAINTY 
(regarding the validity) — (2841) 

COMMENTARY. 

The same idea is further clarified — 


TEXT (2842). 

The other Pramana is not needed fob the bringing about or 
the validity piself, it is heeded in the Pramana only 
for THE cognition of certainty regarding its exact 
CHARACTER — (2842) 

COMMENTARY 

“If vou are seokmg to prene the fact 

* i~- — “ * • 
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itself, — then we also admit it, and lienco your argument is futile , because 
the existence of the Cognition itself is hold to be prosed by Presumption, — 
n hat to say of its validity, which consists m its Capacity ’—In the matter, 
however, of the bringing about of its effect in the shape of the certain cognition 
of the object, the Cognition does not need anything else, that is why the 
validity has been described as 1 self-sufficient ’, ‘ inherent 1 ” 

This cannot be right , because the certain cognition of the object of the 
Cognition cannot be got at without certainty regarding its validity Betauso 
how can the object, which is still subject to doubt and uncertainty, be in- 
dependent and self-sufficient, in the bringing about of its effect ’ If it 
were dependent upon apprehensions produced by other Means of Cognition, — 
how could you avoid Infimto Regress involved in your view ’ So what has 
been suggested is nothing — (2842) 

The following Texts point out the “ Inconclusive ’ character of the Reason 
— “ because it is restricted to its presonee [the Validity must be self- 
sufficient] ” — 


TEXTS (2843-2840) 

Then again, in the way that you have argued, invalidity also would 

HAVE TO be REGARDED AS ‘ INHERENT ’ , BECAUSE (I) IF IT DID 
NOT EXIST THERE BY ITSELF, IT COULD NOT BE BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY ANYTHING , (2) BECAUSE * SELF-SUFFICIENCY ’ IS THE ONLY 

basis for Invalidity, so on and so forth, — all this (that you 

HAVE URGED IN SUPPORT OF INHERENT validity) COULD BE URGED 
(IN SUPPORT OF INHERENT invalidity) , — AND JUST AS (ACCORDING 
TO YOU) THE CAPACITY FOR NON-CONFORMITY (WITH THE REAL 
STATE OF THINGS) AND ‘ CERTAIN COGNITION ’ WOULD BE DUE TO 
OTHER CAUSES, SO (ACCORDING TO YOUR OPPONENT) WOULD BE THE 
CAPACITY FOR CONFORMITY AND CERTAIN COGNITION , SO THAT IN ALL 
THIS, BOTH WOULD BE ON THE SAME FOOTING — UNDER THE CIRCUM- 
STANCES, WHAT PECULIAR FEATURE HAVE YOU SEEN IN ‘ VALIDITY ’ 
WHICH IS NOT PRESENT IN ITS CONTRARY (‘ INVALIDITY ’) — ON THE 
BASIS OF WHICH, THE FORMER HAS BEEN HELD TO BE ‘ INHERENT’ 
AND THE LATTER ‘ EXTRANEOUS ’ ? — (2843-2846) 

COMMENTARY 

' also the capacity for conformity ’ — 1 and certain cognition ’ is to be 
construed here also 

1 Both would be on the same fooling ’ — i e both Validity and Invalidity 
* In its contrary ’ — i e in Invalidity 

Some people argue as follows — “ The inherent character of the Capacities 
is not due to their eternahty , nor is it due to the fact of their coming about 

from tho causes of the Cognition it»elf , and it doe® not appeal later on 

on account of its being not dependent upon other causes , as a matter of fact, 
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duced, as all tilings would Toe equally non-existent, and there would be no 
difference among them on that score, their production should come about at 
all times and at all places ” 

This cannot he right , as, in that case, the Cause would be entirely futile 
According to you, nothing that is non-existent is produced , while as for the 
existent,— &s it does not stand m need of anything, — what is there that could 
be produced for it , then what is there by producing which the Cause would 
be an active agent ? So that under this view there would be an end to the 
■whole principle of Cause and Effect 

It might be argued that— “ what is brought about by the Cause is the 
manifestation of what has been existent ” 


That cannot be , because the bringing about of the Manifestation also 
would be incompatible with the view that it is existent or non-existent 
Because, m regard to the Manifestation also the same alternatives present 
themselves — before being brought about, has it been existent or non-existent- 9 
—In the former case, as nothing new is produced, the notion of its being 
‘ produced 1 cannot be right If it be held that there is manifestation of 
the existent Manifestation,- — then there would be an infinite regress — -2?oi 
is the second alternative acceptable , because the other party does not admit 
of the idea of anything non-existent being produced Even if it be accepted, 
it would mean that in the case of a positive entity itself, what is produced is 
something non-existent 

Then again, when the Manifestation is produced, is it produced as some- 
thing different from the entity manifested 9 Or as something not-different 
from it 9 If it is something different, — then such production of the Manifested 
entity would have no effect on the manifested entity itself , because the pro- 
ducmg of one thing can have no effect on a thing different from it , if it did, 
there would be incongruities 

It might be said that—" the manifestation is produced in what n. related 
to the manifested entity ” 


That, however, cannot be so , because it cannot be related to it, as it is 
not benefited by it m any way —If there is any benefit admitted,— if 
t wt is something diflerent, etc etc —there is an Infinite regress Hence 
there can be no relationship in the case 

If the Manifestation is not-dijferent from the manifested entity, — then 
Ruses become futile If the Manifestation, in the form of some benefit, 
0Ut oi the Entlt y m which It subsists,— then there should be 
, al “ estatlon at all times , as the cause of Manifestation, m the shape 

reneai^K,^ f Entlty ’ wovlld be always there It has been explained 
P v bat what cannot be benefited cannot depend upon anything else 

not.ri.ffoT'l ^ V16W 1S that what 18 produced is the Manifestation which is 
there is noth tha tbai also cannot be right , as m that ease 

Hon non a "T produoed Because uhat the assertion, * The Manifesto- 
the entitv ! fr °J“ the entlt 3'> 18 produced,’ means is that ‘ the nature of 
need anyth^e) UCKi J f” d SS thls ,vould be existent already, it could not 

Unprone’r rrJ Se ’ and hence the ldea of lts bein 6 produced would be most 
pe Bence lie are discussing this same view 

wO 
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«>« te Pfoduced 

{ “ } ‘!/polhes,) Or, hke the nature o{ no between the two 

that would bo produced would be Mlsfcw “^stt ab « 

,lc ", 15 Ponced in tins ettso , as there would be an V ^ 
explained ^ be nn ‘"finite regress, as alreadt 

then there would bono lessatml ^h oper “ teso P°n ,rh at is already existent, 
that ease, on securing nhat would thar° of effects b .v Groses . as m 

urged thot_“7w J ’ d Causes cease t0 "paeate '-If ,t be 
then that an \ 0U f Cease on ae<!unn 8 the existence of the effect 

alrendi there ” Henc/tli'V ™ n '’ that ^tence would be 

there s cL V non-existent thing alone is produced of which 
tnere is a Cause, -and not such non-existent things as the ‘sky-Iotus 
- there are no causes capable of producing these latter 

of nl!'T- thfl ‘ t, ! e C ' U " ,nl re!nt,onis a 'wajs restricted by the limitations 
* icienct of the Cause Everything cannot be regarded as capable 
of producing everything else, as the efficiency of all tlfngs is restarted 
within limits through a begintungless * chain of causes ’ 

XI the idea is that-" because validity, if not existent, could not be pro- 
duced bv nn\ thing else, therefore it is said to be ndicroif. then, for the 
same reason Invalidity also should be regarded as inherent Hence the 
explanation is not worthy of notice 

Some people argue as follows —“The validity of the Cognition consists 
in its capacity to bring about the apprehension of the Object , and this 
Cnpacitj resting m the Cognition, which is momentary, if not existent by 
itself, cannot be produced, and no producing of it can be possible at any 
of the three points of time For instance, it cannot be produced before the 
appearance of the Cognition, a« it is in the Cognition that it subsists, and 
what is subsistent cannot be produced in the absence of the substratum , 
e g the painting cannot be produced in the absence of the wall , — as if it 
did, it w ould cease to be subsistent It is for this same reason of tire Capacity 
being subsistent in the Cognition, that both cannot be regarded as produced 
simultaneously , eg the wail and the pointing, which are the substratum and 
the subsistent respectively, are not produced at one and the same tune — 

Xor, on the other hand, can the Capacity be produced in the Cognition after 
the latter has been m existence , because the Cognition is momentary, and 
cannot continue to exist so long — It is on all these grounds that the vahditr 
of all Pramftnas is held to be inherent in them ” 

All this cannot be right Because, as regards the assertion that — “ Tin. 
validity of cognitions consists in the Capacity productive of the apprehension 
of things ", — this is entirely irrelevant , because ' the apprehension of things ’ 
is svnonymous with ‘ cognition ’ ; and the Capacity subsisting in a Cognition 
cannot be productive of the same cognition , as in that case the capacity 
would not be subsistent m the Cognition ; as the relation of cause and effect 
can be there only when both are there at one and the same time 

Then, it has been argued that—" ‘being sit&sisfenf, the Capacity cannot 
be produced at the same time as, or before, the Cognition ” — Ibis also 
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cannot be right Because, tlie two being non-different (eu hypothesi), the 
one cannot be subsistent in the other 

The fact of the matter is that uhen the nature of the thing itself is 
found to be capable of a particular effective action, — and there arises the 
question as to its exact character, — the same nature of the thing is called 
‘ Capacity ’ (Potency) ; and it is not anything different If the Capacity 
were something different from the Tlimg. the latter would cease to be an 
active agent , and there would be no possibility of any relationship beta een 
the two This has been already discussed several times — Thus then the 
capacity of the Cognition forms its very' nature, and is subject to the same 
fate, and as such, before the appearance of the Cognition, it remains non- 
existent, just like the nature of the Cognition itself, — and is then biought 
about There is no incongruity in this view of the matter 

It is also quite right that the Capacity is produced along with the Cogni- 
tion itself , because the property that forms the nature of a thing must always 
share the same fate as that tiling itself 


Or, the Capacity may be something different from the thing to which it 
belongs Even so, as there can be no subsistence between the existent and 
the non-existent, — the said subsistence cannot be admitted Because the 
Capacity cannot subsist m the Cognition, in the manner that ‘ Being ’ does . 
because it is always completely established and does not depend upon am - 
thing else Nor can there be any substratum for the existent tiling , as 
such a substratum can serve no useful purpose , as for instance, in the case 
of the Vmdhya and the Himalaya mountains — It might be said that— 
" " hat rt brings “bout is continued existence ’’.—But that cannot be right 
Because the ‘continued existence’ cannot be anything different from the 
existent thing In fact, it is the nature of the existent thing itself that is 
spoken of as ‘ continued existence ’, n ith a view to the denial of all other 
diversities But the essence of the existent thing is not brought about by 
such a substratum, hence it IS futile— If the continued existence and the 
existent thing be different from one another, then anything tending to bring 
about existence would be futile ; as uliat it would bring about is only some- 
thing else, in the shape of the continued existence , but the bringing about 
of one thing cannot produce any effect in another thing, so in either case 
there would be futility of what brings about the continued existence —It 
might be argued that-“ it brings about an existence related to it ” —That 

b ! S0 : there enn bB no rela t'°nsh.p between ‘continued 

, B on ^ tho existent as there is between the permanence and uhat 
brings about the permanence , and this would also lead to an infinite regress 
Im- has been so often discussed 6 


Then again, if the continued existence ’ that makes the thing ■ lasting ’, 

l e In! 1° f S ° met ’“ n e ^rent from that thing, -then, there can 
be no Destruction of anything at all , „ s the continued existence conducive 
o pernioneneo uouM be ah, ays there -Nor can ,t be asserted that-" Ev n 
hough the continued existence is there, there would be destruction b, causes 
fading to that Destruction ” Because such cause also, being fut e. ^M 
not bring about the Destruction Because m tins ease also, the to loTng 
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no S»r f C0n , tmue \ t0 remam aa before Tbsa •*■»»», as there can be 
no Destruction of anything, the cause of Destruction must be futile , ail this 

lasbeon discussed m detail in course of the examination of the ‘ Permanence 
Ot 1 lungs . 


Further, by its very nature, the thing could he either impermanent or 
permanent —If then, the thing appearing from its cause is impermanent by 
its nature, then, as soon as that impermanent thing has come about, it should 
cense to exist by itself,— so that there would be nothing to be done by the 
two causes— that of continued existence, and that of Destruction —If, on 
the other hand, the Thing is permanent, by its nature,— even so, as its nature 
could not be altered, there would be nothing that could- destroy it, and 
being permanent, by itself, there could be nothing that could make it lasting , 
so in both cases the causes of Continuance and of Destruction would be 
futile 


Nor can it be right to hold that the Capacity subsists m something non- 
existent Because what is non-existent is devoid of all character, — it 
cannot have anything introduced into it , nor can it be operative , hence it 
would be like the ‘ Hare’s Horn 


From all this it follows that the Capacity cannot be subsistent in any- 
thing 

If it were admitted that the Capacity is subsistent , — even so, the Besson 
would be ‘ Inconclusive ' , because even though Colour, etc do not subsist 
in the Jar, they are produced along with it 

Then again, the same could be said regarding Invalidity also , for instance. 
Invalidity also consists in the capacity productive of the wrong apprehension 
of things , — and when this Capacity subsists in the Cognition, it cannot be 
produced at any of the three points of time , so that, as m the case of Validity 
so in that of Invalidity also, the Capacity consisting of this Invalidity should 


be inherent in the Cognition. 

Further, if at any tame, the Capacity of the cognition does not come 
into existence, then the Cognition becomes devoid of all Capacity When a 
certain property is not produced in it at any tame, how can that property 
belong to it ? For instance, corporeality can never belong to Akasha. Where, 
too, have the Capacities learnt this wonderful magio whereby, even though 
never produced m the Cognition at any tame, they enjoy association with it t 
—It might be said that— “ They enjoy some wonderful substance by reason 
of their eternality ” —But that is not possible , because in that way every- 
thing would be endowed with such Capacities ; as there would be nothing to 
restrict them When a certain thing is not under the influence of another, 
we see no reason why it should be restricted in its association with certain 
, thmes on jy , hence there can be nothing to show that such capacities 

SLTTSSL ■*>». »« » •- **" 
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being no restrictive agency near at hand, the Capacities should belong to all 
things , as has been explained before 

Kor can there be any substratum for these capacities, as no useful pur- 
pose could be served bv such a substratum , specially because, being eternal, 
they cannot have any additional character produced m them — Enough of 
this discussion 1 — (2843-2846) 

The following Text continues the discussion on the real meaning of the 
Proposition of the Mimamsaka — 


TEXT (2847) 

“ When the validity of the Pramanas rs described as ‘ inherent 

WHAT IS MEANT IS THAT WHAT IS ‘ INHERENT ’ (SELF-SUFFICIENT) 

IS THEIR ACTIVITY TOWARDS THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THEIR 
EFFECT, AFTER THEY HAVE THEMSELVES 
COME INTO EXISTENCE ” — (2847) 

COMMENTARY 

What is meant is as follows —“By the phrase ‘self-validity’ it is 
meant that after the Pramanas (Cognitions) have become bom (come about), 
tlieir subsequent activity towards the producing of then- own effects is in- 
dependent of other causes, — that is, their causal efficiency, after they have 
been born, rests in themselves , so that there is no room for the objections 
urged above" ,— this is what is meant by the other party —The effect of 
the Pramanas themselves consists in either the certainty regarding their own 
validity, or the definite cognition of the object cognised In the bringing 
about of this effect, the Pramanas do not need any other cause (2847) 


Question — Wherefore then is their need for other causes * 
Answer — 


TEXT (2848) 

It IS FOR THE SECURING OF THEIR OWN EXISTENCE THAT THINGS STAND 
IN NEED OF A CAUSE , WHEN ONCE THEY HAVE SECURED THEIR 
EXISTENCE, THEY BECOSIE OPERATIVE BY THEMSELVES 
TOWARDS THEIR OWN EFFECTS.” (2848) 


COMMENTARY 

Having pointed out that things m general need a cause for securmn their 
Pm»rrC~- PrmC,P,e ,S aPPhEd t0 the — “ * of the 
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“ THL ' S C0GSITI0SS HAra ° F ™ causes oar „ BEGABD w ^ 
BRINCXC ABOUT OF ' THEIR OWN BIRTH, -AND NOT IN REGARD 
TO THE BRINGING ABOUT OF THE CERTAINTY REGARDING 
THEIR OWN QUALITIES ” (2849) 


COMMENTARY. 


.. ‘ «“•» <t« oftf « ’.-the Locative Ending ,s m reference to 

the *>ub«tratnm of the certainty 3 

\\ hat is meant is as follows —There are certain qualities belonging to 
the Cognitions themselves.— such qualities, for instance, as being of the 
nature of right apprehension, being produced by perfect causes, and so forth , 
m the bringing about of certainty regarding these qualities, thev do not 
need anv other cau=es — (2849) 


Question —If that is so, then what sort of cause are the Cognitions m 
regard to the bringing about of the said qualities ♦ 

Answer — 


TEXT (2850) 

In the bringing about of their own validity and THE DEFINITE 
COGNITION OF THE OBJECT, — THE COGNITIONS ABE SELF-SUFFI- 
CIENT, AND NOT DEPENDENT ON OTHER CAUSES , — AND 
IN THIS THEIR ACTION IS LIKE THAT OF THE 

Jar and other things ” — (2850) 


COMMENTARY 

The compound * prSmdnySrtha, etc ’ is to be expounded as the' pramunya ’ 
— ■ validity — and tlie ’artha ’ — Object, — the ‘vimshchiti’, — Cognition, of the 
said two , in the ‘janana ’ — producing, bringing about of the said cognition 

‘ Arihanishdati' here stands for mere observance, the vague non-determinnte 

cognition , because the subsequent determinate cognitions are m the nature 
of certainty itself 

« Action is activity, causal character — (2850) 


of the ‘ Jar ’ as cited abrne 


The following Texts explain the example 
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TEXTS (2851-2852) 

“ For its own production, the Jar needs such causes as the Lump 
of Clay, the Potter’s stick, the wheel and other things, 

BUT IN THE ACTION OF CONTAINING WATER, IT DOES NOT NEED 

these causes — Thus, ultimately, there must be self- 
sufficiency OF THE VALIDITY , IF THE VALIDITY 
WERE DUE TO OTHER CAUSES, THEN THERE WOULD 

be an Infinite Regress ” — (2851-2S52) 

COMMENTARY 

Having thus shown that there is no incongruity m his Proposition, 
the Mhitomsaka proceeds to show the Invariable Concomitance of Ins Reason 
(Premi«s) — * because it is present when the other is present ’ — ' Thus 
ultimately, etc. etc *- — * AntS * — in the last cognition of the series — * Tat ’ — 
validity 

Question — Why should it he ultimately admitted ? 

-■Ijisieer — “ If the validity, etc. etc ’-(2851-2852) 

The same idea is further clarified — 


TEXTS (2853-2854) 

If the very validity of the initial cognition WERE DEPENDENT 
UPON other cognitions,— then, seeking for such corroborating 
cognitions at each step, we could get to no resting place , 

BECAUSE, JUST AS THE FIRST COGNITION WOULD NEED 
CORROBORATION BY THE SECOND COGNITION, SO SHOULD 
WE SEEK EOR THE CORROBORATION OF THAT 
CORROBORATIVE COGNITION ALSO " — (2853- 
2854) 


COMMENTARY 

“ or firet CWon ; 1 * the 

resuhifaclnl^rth °° Uld * ^ e,ther t0 the deration of the 
of the coSon ’ The fn "“f!"” ° f the PCTfeCt charactor a£ cause 
In the wo*rd ? ~' J,Z L * T"" tleSa CatUWt be accc P ted • this is shown 

fornnn™fhih^artmn t 7 W V? ^ ° f “* <**»*"*'**»* » m con- 
hence there can bo no Infinde R^ ” ‘° * ’*"**>»* . 

The answer to this is ns follows — 
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TEXT (2855) 

“ If in the case of some one cognition, the validity is admitted 

TO BE INHERENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENT, — THEN WHY SHOULD 
THEBE BE ANY HOSTILITY* TOWARDS THE SELF- VALIDITY 
OF THE FIRST COGNITION ITSELF « ” — (2855) 

COMMENTARY 

Under the second view also [that the extraneous validity is due to the 
recognition of the perfect character of the Cause] there would be Infinite 
Regress — Tins is pointed out in the follow ing — 

TEXTS (2856-2857) 

“ If then the validity of Sense-perception and other o ignitions 

WERE DEPENDENT UPON THE PERFECT CHARACTER (OF THEIR CAUSES), 
—THESE PERFECTIONS THEMSELVES COULD NEVER BE THERE 
WITHOUT COGNITIONS , HENCE ONE SEEKING FOR THIS OTHER 
COGNITION APPREHENDING THE PERFECTION OF THE 
CAUSE YVOULD REQUIRE YET ANOTHER COGNI- 
TION APPREHENDING THE PERFECTION OF THIS 
LAST, AND SO ON AND ON ” — (2856-2857) 

COMMENTARY 

• Dependent upon, etc, e dependent upon the reoogn.t.on of the 

perfect character of its cause 

* Validity ’ — 1 e certmntv regarding its vahdit\ 

< Com never be there ’-i e could not become fit for being regarded as 

„ P .pp— ■ * 

( 2856 - 2857 ) 


An instance is cited in Bupport of the above 


TEXTS (2858-2860) 

Just as in the case of the initial cognition, so in that of the 

J JL „„ 0 THEBE WOULD BE INFINITE REGRESS, AS BEFORE , AND 

IZITTOU ™ ONE AFTER THE OTHER, YVE ^ NOT SECURE 
oEEKING r THE COGNITION OF THE PERFEC- 

A MSTYNGGROUN raAT has ITS VALIDITY DEPENDENT 

TION is NOT HELD TO ^ PERFECTIONS IN ITS CYUSE,- 

UPON THE PRESENCE OBJECT ALSO SHOULD NOT 

THEN the initial IN ITS cause —Thus 

Ten, ^ “ T ° “ 
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AT S03IE STAGE OE THE OTHER, THE SELF- VALIDITY OF THE COGNITION, 

— IT IS FAR BETTER TO ADMIT IT AT THE VERY FIRST STEP ” — 

(285S-28G0) 

COMMENTARY 

What is meant is that — just as in the initial cognition, the validity is 
dependent upon the perfections apprehended by another cognition, — so 
should it be in other cognitions also 

' As before ’ — as in the case of certainty of validity arising from corro- 
boration 

‘ One after the other ' — m each preceding cognition of perfections 

If, through fear of Infinite Regress, it be held that the validity of the 
cognition of perfection is inherent m it, self-sufficient,,-— then what hostility' 
should there be against the cognitions of the object itself, — by virtue of 
which its validity is held to be extraneous, not inherent * We do not perceive 
any reason for this 

Thus then the flymg bird, not perceiving the end of the other shore, has 
to return to the place whence it started , consequently, there is no need for 
the making of baseless assumptions — Tins is what is pointed out by the 
words — ‘ In case the cognition of the perfection, etc etc ' — ‘ Dependent upon 
the perfection'— i e that which has its validity dependent upon the certain 
cognition of the perfection — (2858-2860) 

The following might be urged — There is a difference betw een the initial 
cognition on the one hand and the subsequent corroborative cognition, 
and the cognition of perfection on the other,-— on account of which difference, 
while the validity of these latter two is inherent, that of the former is not so 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2861-2863) 

On what grounds have the corroborative cognition and the 

COGNITION OF PERFECTION BEEN HELD TO BE SUPERIOR TO THE 

initial Cognition, — on the strength of which the latter 

SHOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON THOSE TWO *— FROM ALL THIS IT 
FOLLOWS THAT VALIDITY MUST BE REGARDED AS INHERENT IN ALL 
COGNITIONS, AS A GENERAL RULE , AND IT IS DISCARDED ONLY WHEN 
THERE IS EITHER AN ANNULMENT OF IT OR THE COGNITION OF ITS 
SOURCE BEING DEFECTIVE EVEN THOUGH THIS WAY THE DISCAR- 
DING OF THE VALIDITY WILL BE DEPENDENT UPON EXTRANEOUS 
CAUSES, THERE WOULD BE NO INFINITE REGRESS BECAUSE AFTER 
ALL, IT WOUL D BE DEPENDENT UPON VALIDITY, AND THIS IS THERE, 
INHERENT IN THE COGNITION ” (2861-2863) 

COMMENTARY 

Objection —If Cognition is self-sufficient in its validity —then all 

Cognitions become ralid which is absurd then all 
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>s a general pnnciple^and 6(0 ^ CWg0 

the general principle 9 that ' vhlcfl *» 111 accordance with 

from that figuring ^nthTZ^Uon ^^ ^ ^ St ® te ° f thmgs 16 dlffere “‘ 

O6, c « !0 r-Th^ Then Tahir ^ *“"* 5ei ^ 1 

how is it <WdedT If th s IltI rema Tf ttaw “* 8 » nils,- 
meat and the col oa T 1,8,4 to fae »*<** by annul- 

would bo due to extraneous causes TmwhflTTT 4 * 8 * ^ 

ns" But m that t might be argued that — “ltissoheldfr 

»,», 01 "“ w “«“■ » -• 
„„ 0 „ Ti I TT° T 1S , aS T B0TO *«* «- «"* 6a deaden 

fine 1.0 ij ® r ® wou]d be Infinite Regress if the invalidity (of one) were 

held to folllf * VI ’ SS S “ atier of faot ' however, invalidity is 

eM to follow from Validity , which is different m land from invalidity and 

be In iT f r/ that 7a ' ldity 19 ^^cient , why then should there 
be an Infinite Regress ? — (2881-2863) 


The same idea is further explained — 


TEXTS (2864-2866) 

“ JvST AS Validity is hot proved by Validity cognition,— so In- 
validity also is hot proved by Invalidity In the case of 

OHE THING BEING DEPENDENT UPON ANOTHER THING OF ITS 
OWN KIND, THEBE CAN BE NO RESTING GROUND , IN THE 
CASE OF DEPENDENCE UPON SOMETHING OF ANOTHER 
KIND, ITS ROOT IS FIRMLY ESTABLISHED, BECAUSE 
IT IS DUE TO ANOTHER CAUSE ” — (2864-2865) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Something of another hind ’ — i e Invalidity , — this is to bo construed 
with — ■* the root is firmly established ' — The reason for this is stntod in the 
words — ‘ because it is due to another cause ' , i e of which tlio causo consists 
of something else, in the shape of the Valid Cognition 

* Has its root firmly established ' — i e whose root is unshakable bv reason 
of its being free from the defects of Infinite Regress, etc — (2861-2865) 


The following might be urged— Though the sublatmg or annulling cogni- 
tion may not have its validity dependent on something else,— jet it i« only 
when that Cognition is recognised as itself unsublated that it can stamp 
invalidity upon another Cognition , not otherwise 
The answer to this is as follows — 
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TEXT (2866) 

“ The sublaung cognition is always in the form of the cognition 

of THE THING CONCERNED AS DIFFERENT FROM WHAT IS ENVISAGED 
IS THE PREVIOUS COGNITION , AND AS IN THIS FORM, IT IS NOT 
DEPENDENT FOR ITS VALIDITY UPON ANYTHING ELSE, IT 
SETS ASIDE THAT PREVIOUS COGNITION ” — (2866) 

COMMENTARY 

« Sets aside ’ — discards , i e rejects as invalid — (2866) 

The following might be urged— Even when the sublatmg Cognition is 
there, it is possible that there may be another Cognition sublatuig it, 
just as there is one for the initial Cognition , how then can there be a cessation 
of the dependence upon another sublatmg Cognition, — by virtue of which the 
sublation of that Cognition would be accepted with certainty * 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2867) 

1 It may be that there too there may be NEED FOR ANOTHER sub- 
laitng Cognition in certain cases, where suspicion might 

BE AROUSED IN THE MIND OF THE PERSON BY THE 

previous Cognition , but that suspicion 

CEASES AFTER VERY LITTLE EFFORT ” 

—(2867) 

COMMENTARY 

1 There, in some cases ’ — i e in regard to the sublatmg Cognition m the 
form of the ‘ Cognition of the thing as different from that envisaged in the 
pre\ ious Cognition ’ 

* Juldshunlasya ’ — the man whose suspicion has been aroused 
‘ Purcena — by the initial Cognition 
1 Sapi ’ — l e the dependence upon sublation 
‘Alpena — le by very slight effort — (2867) 


Question — How does it cea^e 9 
Aimucr — 
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TEXTS (2868-2871) 

C0GMTI01 '- 0y » ® FURTHER SOUGHT FOR 

the?, the middle (second) Cognition would become sublated 

If eTev ^f STABUSH VALmrrY 0F 3333 FmsT Cognition -I 

If even after due effobt at seeking foe it, no other sub- 

dating Cognition is found, -on account of there being no 

ASIS FOR IT,— THEN NO COGNITION SUBLATtYE OF THE FIRST SUBLA- 
TIVE COGNITTON WOULD BE FOUND , AND THUS THERE BEING NO 
SPBLATION of this, this becomes STRONG AND HENCE SUBLATES 
the initial Cognition , hence it is the validity of this latter 

THAT BECOSIES DISCARDED, THUS THEN, THE INVESTIGATOR NEED 
NOT PROCEED BEYOND THREE COGNITIONS , AND WHEN THE MAN 

Has not had any further sublating Cognition produced, he 

NEED NOT SUSPECT THE PRESENCE OF SUCH COGNITION " (2868- 

2871) 

COMMENTARY 


If, on further investigation, one finds that there is a sublater of that 
sublater also, then, as the second Cognition would he set aside by this third 
sublater, the first Qogmtion would become valid H the further (third) 
sublatmg Cognition does not appear, on account of the absence of the basic 
cause, then the second Cognition, which is more powerful, sublates the first 
Cognition, and thereby its validity becomes set aside 

‘ Need not proceed beyond, etc etc ' — “ Who ’ ” — The Man, the observer 
Question '• — “ On the appearance of the third Cognition also, why is 
there no need for a further sublatmg Cognition,— as in the case of the 
second Cognition , — and why should there be only three Cognitions for tile 
investigator ? ” 

Jlnstoer — * TPAen no further sublating cognition, etc etc * , — produced 
— found by the investigator — (2868-2871) 


Question — “ Why should it not be suspected ? 
Answer — 


TEXT (2872) 


“ If THE SIAN, THROUGH STUPIDITY, SHOULD IMAGINE THE EXISTENCE 
OF THE SUBLATING COGNITION, EVEN WHEN NONE HAS COME ABOUT, 

HE WOULD BE BESET WITH DOUBTS IN ALL HIS DEALINGS 
AND WOUld) BE LANDED IN UTTER RUIN 
(2872) 


COMMENTARY 

• nmr nun ’ — Destruction , on account of having fallen off from the 
Truth— (2872) 

The following Text confirms the same idea by a quotation- 
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TEXT (2873) 

“ Vasud£va himself has deprecated such a suspicious nature , 

IN THE WORDS — ‘NEITHER THIS WORLD, NOR THE NEST, — O SON 
OF Kuntl , — IS FOR THE MAN OF SUSPICIOUS NATURE ’ ” 

—(2873) 


COMMENTARY 

* Vasudeva ’■ — Yisnu 
' Son of Kuntl ’ — Arjuna — ( 2873 ) 

Objection — “ If that is so, then there should be no suspicion of sublation 
regarding the first Cognition also , and thus there should be validity of all 
Cognitions ” 

Answer — 

TEXTS (2874-2875). 

“ When in regard to a Cognition, a certain sublation is possible, — 

AND ON BEING SOUGHT FOE, IS NOT FOUND, — THEN IS REGARD TO 

that Cognition [it has to be concluded that its sublayer 

DOES NOT EXIST] , AND IN REGARD TO SUCH A THING, IN- 
VESTIGATORS DESIRING THEIR OWN WELFARE SHOULD 
NOT TAKE THEIR STAND UPON IMAGINING THAT SUCH 
SUBLATION MIGHT APPEAR AT SOME TIME ” 

-(2874-2875) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Fafra ’—in regard to a certain Cognition,— if a certain sublation is 
likely , but on being sought for, it is not found to appear, — then, m regard 

to that Cognition, ‘ it should be concluded that the sublater does not exist ’ 

this has to be taken as understood — (2874-2875) 


Question “ How much of sublation is possible and in regard to which 

Cognition * ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (2876). 

“ Place, Time, Man and Circumstances,— diversities of these are 

MET WITH IN ACTUAL EXPERIENCE ; HENCE WHEN ONE IS SEEK- 
ING FOR SUBLATION, HE SHOULD SEEK FOR THEM 
IN THESE ” (2876) 


v-u-UAiniN TAH Y. 


of ' ^ c ° mpo ™^ Desha, etc etc .’ — is to be expounded as ‘ Diversities ’ 
Place, Time, Man, and Circumstances \ (2870) 
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The following Texts proceed to point out tlint of these diversities 
•Place, Time, etc. — only some are sublaters of a certain Cognition, — not 
of all Cognitions , hence all should not be suspected m regard to 
Cognitions — 


TEXTS (2877-2878) 

' If there is a wrong perception due to the thing coxcerne 

BEING AT A DISTANT PLACE, THERE WOULD, IN SOME CASES, BE A 
SUSPICION OF MS REALLY BEING SOMETHING ELSE , AND THE 
LIMIT OF THIS POSSIBILITY WOULD EXTEND ONLY TILL 
THE MAN HAS APPROACHED NEAR THE THING , AND 
IN SUCH A CASE, THERE IS NO EXPECTATION OF ASY 
SUBLATION REGARDING TlJIE, MAN AND CIR- 
CUMSTANCES , AS FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE 

case of the Cognition of the 
Mirage, etc ” — (2877-2878) 


C05OIBNTAKY 


\ ‘ Suspicion, etc’ — of the thing being Water , — ‘in some coses,’ m the 
case of such things as the Mirage 

* Till the man has approached, etc etc .’ — This has to be construed with 

• limit of the possibility of sublalion ’ 

What is meant is as follows —In a ease where remoteness of the place 

« Etcetera ’-ancludes sueli notmns a^t ^ ^ ^ 

what is small, and the notion of .notions In these cases, there 

being due to distance ,-and other similar »■*«** “ “ 

SSL « ~d to i tSSJI u - 1— 1 1»« 

Z’f-T 

(2877-2878) 


idea is expressed in 


The same 


regard to particular points of Time — 
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TEXT (2879) 

“ Similarly when at a time of dense darkness, there are doubts 

REGARDING THE ANIMAL SEEN BEING A COW OR A HORSE, FOLLOWED 
BY THE ASCERTAINMENT OF THE TRUTH, — THE LIMIT OF ALL 
THIS CONSISTS IN THE APPEARANCE OF LIGHT” — (2879) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Santamasakala ’ is time when there is deep and dense darkness — 
(2879) 

The same idea is expressed in regard to particular men — 


TEXT (2880) 

Similarly, in regard to the Moon, the Misconception of the 
Directions, and the letters and accents of the Veda, and 

SUCH THINGS,— THAT THE TRUTH IS OTHERWISE IS ASCER- 
TAINED BY ENQUIRIES FBOM OTHER PERSONS ” 

—(2880) 

COMMENTARY 

When a man thinks that he is seeing two moons, or has similar delusions, 

that the truth is otherwise is ascertained by putting questions to other 
men, and m that there is no dependence on Time and other factors (2880) 

The same idea is stated in regard to circumstances 


TEXT (2881). 

When persons having their perceptive organs deranged by 
love, hate, intoxication, madness, hunger; thirst and the 
like, come to cognise things that are cognisable with 
DIFFICULTY,— THE CONTRARY CONCLUSION IS ASCERTAINED 
AFTER THE CESSATION OF THE SAID DERANGEMENT” 

—(2881) 


COMMENTARY 

« »“ «" <~ttd bv I., 

rr *— 

statements.— Enquirer (Judge) require onlj three 
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TEXTS (2882-2885) 

BY the DEBBUn AND TWO BY STATEMENT 

SSso^Th^b Tove T ER (JUDeE) ‘ ™ eE ™ s ” “ 

™eke . a «u*™T£ £ i^TSLSTai^T; 

EOR THIS SAME REASON THAT THE DBI3M5S ABE CALLED * TrISATYA 1 
(2torRUTH)-THVS THEN, IP THE VALIDITY OF COGX^OVS 1S 

ikhebext in them, there is xo Infinite Regress ™ the 

VALIDITY AND INVALIDITY REMAIN AS THEY HAPPEN TO BE IN 

reality ”—(2882-2885) 


COJIMEKTARY 

“Then again, if it be proved that the validity of Sense-perception and 
Other Pramanaa is due to extraneous causes,— the same is not the case with 
‘ erbal Cognition, — even so our position becomes established Because the 
v hole of this effort of ours is meant for the purpose of establishing the reliabi- 
lity of the Vedic Injunction , so that when it is proved that the validity 
of the Verbal Cognition is inherent, self-sufficient,— the reliability of the 
Vedic Injunction becomes automatically established what need there 
is then for our trying to prove the self-sufficient validity of the other 
forms of Cognition f ” 

ft ith the above idea in his mind, the Mimamsoka proceeds to prose the 
self-sufficient validity of Verba! Cognition — 


TEXTS (2S86-2888) 

"That Word which is definitely known to be eternal, or 

UTTERED BY A TRUSTWORTHY PEBSON, IS NEVER VITIATED BY THE 
HEARER OR THE SPEAKER BECAUSE TEACHERS AND FELLOW- 
STUDENTS HELP TO PREVENT MUTILATIONS THEREOF AND ARE FULLY 
COMPETENT TO PRESERVE SUCH ASSERTIONS — CONSEQUENTLY, THE 

Assertion does not become vitiated by the defects which are 

WARDED OFF BY THE EXCELLENCES (OF THE TEACHER, ETC ) —OR, 
WHEN THEBE IS NO PHONOUNCER OR ‘ MAKER ’ OF THE WORD OS 

Assertion, there can be no defects, as there would be no 
SUBSTRATUM FOR THESE ”— (28S6-2888) 

COMMEKTABY 

Two kinds of Verbal Cognition are reliable, valid— that produced by the 
eternal Word, and that produced by the words uttered by a trustworthy 



by the present text. ni—iorml there can be no defects relating 

i a Qhu^anls. 


sewed by Teachers ana d b a robabIo Person, -there 

aUroJiM,* 

Hate, etc are properties of men , and as snob they could wsd« 1 onl - m the 
Jlator , hence, when there is no substratum, m the slmpo of tlio Jfnlter, ho ^ 
could they affect the words that have not emanated from a personal source 
If they did, they would he without a substratum , because it is an essential 
feature of the submlent that it must follow in the wake of the substratum — 
(2886-2888) 


Says the Opponent— In the case of the words of the trustworthy person, 
if their validity be held to be due to the fact of all defects being discarded 
by the excellent qualities of the Person, —then the validity would be duo to 
those excellent qualities (not to the Cogmfcion itself) , so that the Infinite 
Regress would continue to vitiate this view 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2889-2890) 

“Is THE CASE OF THE WORDS OF THE TRUSTWORTHY PERSON, TWO 
FACTS HAVE BEEN PERCEIVED (1) THAT THERE ARE NO DEFECTS, 
AHD (2) THAT THERE ARE EXCELLENCES ,— THAT VALIDITY IS 
NOT DUE TO THE EXCELLENCES HAS ALREADY BEEN EX- 
PLAINED BEFORE , — AND ON ACCOUNT OF THESE 
EXCELLENCES IN TEE SPEAKER, THERE CAN BE NO 
DEFECTS IN HUH, THESE BEING DISCARDED BY 
THE EXCELLENCES. THUS THE VALIDITY 
BELONGS TO THE WOHD ITSELF,— AND 
IS INDICATED BY THE ABSENCE 
OF THE DEFECTS ”—(2889- ' 

2890) 




‘ iw’-wteh haslor ‘ S t0 ** 6x P 0lm ^d as-tbe 1 dva 

and the practice o/ excellences ’ e >— consisting in the absence o/ dej 

‘ Erplnmd before ’-under Tad 2856 
bearded by them'~i - 
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‘ Seated by the absence 0 / defects ’,—^ hat is meant is that the function 
of the excellences free from defects consists only m the setting aside of the 
Defects, and not m creating validity, — (2889-2890) 

Says the Opponent —If Validity is held to be due to the certainty of 
the absence of defects,- — then too, the Infinite Begress remains — -The 
Author sets forth this view in the following — 


TEXT (2891) 

If the absence of defects in the words of the trustworthy person 
is deduced from ms excellences, then there is the same 

INFINITE REGRESS, — FOR ONE WHO WOULD FOLLOW 
TJF THIS PRESENCE OF EXCELLENCES — (2891) 

COMMENTARY 

According to tho view detailed above, the absence of defects is to be 
deduced from the cognition of the excellences ,— the validity of tln3 cogni- 
tion of excellences again is to be deduced from tlie absence of defects ,— this 
absence of defects again is to be deduced from excellences , and so on and 
on ; there would be the same Infinite Regress, which would obliterate all 
usages and distinctions — (2891) 


This is answered (by the Mimamsala) m the following 


TEXTS (2892-2893). 

, -v . it, jin, —c? rpo-p POGXITION OF THE EXCELLENCES ZS 

" This does not affect us Ike cognkiuk u* 

not needed at the time. It is not as cognised that ^ ex- 
cellences ABE OPERATIVE IN THE MATTER , BY THEIR SHEER 
PRESENCE THEY ARE COMPETENT TO SET ASIDE THE 
DEFECTS , AND WHILE THEY ARE THERE, THERE 
DOES NOT APPEAR ANY COGNITION OF THE 

defects of the man "—(2892-2893) 

COMMENTARY 

, , w _, e while the excellences are there — <2892- 

‘ While they are there ,— i e. wnue 

2893) 

Question -If the cognition of the defects of man does not «PP— 

what then t 

Answer — 
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TEXT (2894) 

“ Because the defects abe not cognised, therefoee they do not 

SET ASIDE THE VALIDITY , NOT BEING SET ASIDE, IT BECOMES 
ESTABLISHED BY ITSELF HERE ALSO ” — (2894) 

COMMENTARY 

* The lahdity is not set aside ’ — such is tlic construction 

Question — Why is it not set aside ? 

Answer — ‘ Because they are not cognised ’ ; the defects are discarded by 
the excellences, hence being non-existent, they are naturally ‘ not cognised 

* Nat being set aside, etc ’ — established, because not set aside When 
there is no exception to a general rule, it becomes automatically established 

' Here also ’ — i e in the case of the words of the Trustworthy Person, 
not only in that of words not emanating from a Personality — Tills is what is 
indicated by ‘ apt ’ — (2894) 

Says the Opponent, — If, in the case of certain words emanating from a 
personality, no defects are found,— even so they are suspected , because they 
always subsist m such words So that, just as the excellences, by their 
sheer presence, are capable of setting aside the defects,— so the defects also 
may be capable of setting aside the excellences why then should it be 
said that— 1 not being cognised, the Defects do not set aside the validity » ’ 

The Mimamsala's answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2895-2896) 

" In THE CASE OF WORDS EMANATING FROM PERSONALITIES, TOT.W IS 
ALWAYS ROOM FOR DOUBT WHETHER THERE ARE DEFECTS OR NOT. 

In the case of the Yeda, however, there being no author 

THERE CAN BE ABSOLUTELY NO SUSPICION FOR US REGARDING ’ 
THE PRESENCE OF DEFECTS —CONSEQUENTLY, JUST AS VALIDITY 
(AND RELIABILITY) IS ACCEPTED IN THE CASE OF THE VEDA, 

ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING INDEPENDENT AND SELF - ' 
SUFFICIENT,— SO THE SAME VALIDITY BECOMES ES- 
TABLISHED IN REGARD TO THE WORDS OF A TRUST- 
WORTHY PERSON ALSO ”—(2895-2896) 


CVJIVllUJtjN TAR.V 
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Tins lias been tlius asserted in the Bh&qya {SliabBra)— ‘ Hence the Veda 
is authoritative and reliable, because it is not dependent upon anything else , 
such being fcho case, there can bo no need for another cognition or another 
Person , because the Veda is self-sufficient in its validity ' (Sii 1 I 6) — 
(28')5-28B0) 


Then again, is it meant that the Veda operates upon things apprehended 
bv other Sloans of Cognition f Or is it not so meant ? These are the two 
alternatives possible — If it is the second view that is accepted — that the 
Veda is not operative on things apprehended by other Means, — then that 
fact nlono proves the self-sufficient validity of the Veda — This is what is 
pointed out in the following — 


TEXT (2897) 

“ The fact that other Means of Cognition never have any bearing 

UPON WHAT IS SAID IN THE VEDA ESTABLISHES ITS VALIDITY — 
Otherwise, it would be merely reiterative ” 

— ( 2897 ) 


COMMENTARY 

117,01 u said in the Veda * —eg that ‘Heaven follows from the per- 

°r ttoo t 

Veda’ are Sense-perception and the rest -the 

m their having these same for their objective , -and this bearing 
abS 8 ”TAe/act i e the fact that they have no bearing 

those things that are by Ji duoed by other Means) 

one cognition apprehended by other Means , 

would be apprehending what , invalid This is what is 

consequently the later of * * - * - 

-pointed out by the words Cognition is operative on what is also 

held that the Veda as a be env58agmg 

StSTJTl £T£S tS& * other means, it would be as 

invalid as Remembrance ot need the corroboration of 

.’SSLISLVSMS— ■ - 

sufficient in their validity —( 2897 ) 

I 

The same idea u further elucidated- 
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“ Such corroboration (by other Means of cognition) does not 

FORM THE BASIS OF THE VALIDITY OF OTHER COGNITIONS ALSO , 
BECAUSE AMONG COGNITIONS ENVISAGING THE SAME THING, 
THEBE CAN BE ONLY OPTION,— WHICH MEANS THAT VALIDITY 
CAN BELONG TO ONLY ONE OF THEM ” — (2898) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Other Means of Cognitions — i e the Means of Cognition other than 
the Veda, — i e Sense-perception and the rest 

* Tulyarthanam ' — bearing upon one and the same thing 
’ To only one ’ — the one appearmg first of all ; the other being only 
reiterative 

The validity of this first Cognition cannot be due to the other subsequent 
cognitions , because these latter are themselves invalid, inasmuch as they 
apprehend what has been already apprehended —(2898) 

Savs the Opponent — In places where there is dense darkness, it is actually 
seen that a thing that has been apprehended (vaguely) by the first cognition 
is again apprehended (and defined) by later cognitions appearing after the 
nppparance of light 

The answer to this i" as follows — 


TEXT (2899) 


Even in a case where the thing is definitely apprehended by 

THE LATER COGNITIONS, — THE THING HAS NOT BEEN CLEARLY AND 
DEFINITELY APPREHENDED BY THE FIRST COGNITION ’’ 

— (2S99) 


COMMENTARY 

W hat is meant is that the first cognition, being uncertain and vague, can- 
not be valid — (2SD9) 


urt ler. i the validity of n Cognition were due to corroboration hv other 
ognitions t leii no validity could belong to the Cognition of a thing that 
in. con lorn an immediately destroyed, or to the auditors' perception , ns 
no other cognition could operate upon them— This is pointed out in the 
follow me — 
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TEXT (2900) 

destroyed iMEDrTrawoR 0 B m““* 0r A 132110 ®“* » 

ROBOKATED by the Ete akd 0THEB 
OF COGNITION •— (2900) 

COMMENTARY 

-^ssti^vscr* “ - — - - 

The argument may be formulated thus TW j, j 

:r , b “ fz oogm<ions «* be — - «i" 

... ''T® 8 ‘I 16 aud,i ’ orJ ’ eogiuSion produced once, and the cognition of 

' has been destroyed, -the cognition of whet is asserted m UmVedo 
does not need corroborate by other cognitions, hence this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things — (2900) 


In the following Tents, the ffimammta anticipates and answers the 
objection that the Corroborative Instance rated is devoid of the Probandnm — 


TEXTS ( 2901 - 2902 ) 

" 11 BE URGED THAT — * THE VALIDITY pK THE AUDITORY COGNITION 

WOULD BE DDE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH ANOTHER AUDITORY COG- 
NOTON — THEN OF THE VEDA ALSO, THE VALIDITY MAY BE 
DDE TO THE COKBOBOBATION OF ANOTHER COGNITION 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE VEDA In BOTH OASES, THE 
(CORROBORATIVE) COGNITION IS NOT PRODUCED BY 
OTHER MEANS, 'HENCE THEY DO NOT NEED 
CORROBORATION BY COGNITIONS PRODUCED 
BY OTHER CAUSES ( 2901 - 2902 ) 

COMMENTARY 

When the same sound is heard by several men, — another auditory 
cognition does become operative (upon the same object) , hence it is through 
the corroboration of this other auditory organ that the vahdity of the first 
cognition is ascertained 

The answer to tins is provided by the words — 'Of the Veda afro, etc, 
etc ' — 

« Due to corroboration by onotficr mgru'-on brought about by the Veda ’ 
i e due to the connection of another cognition produced by the Veda 

fin both cases ’—ie m the casB of the auditor}' cognition and that ol 
the cognition of what is said in the Veda 
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™=;-a~c=p£S 

Z the same Means as the Cogmhon in question Coneequentty, the Be^ 
bang a qualified one, the Corroborative Instance m our argument 

devoid o£ the Probandum’l , 

'Corrobmation of cognitions produced by other causes , t e < c P° ^ 

„ to be expounded aa-the ‘ SamvSda ’-corroboration-oi such Jnam 
eogrution— as is * Km ■—produced— by —' 'hUmntara ’-other causes. 
(2901-2902) 


If Jt be argued tliat—‘ even the operation of such other cognitions as 
are brought about by the same means as the cognition in question makes 
the validity of this latter extraneous the argument is /utile (superfluous).— 
This is what is pointed out m the following — 


TEXT (2903). 

“ Just as, in the case of the validity of Sense-perception, thebe 

IS THE DEFINITE BASIS IN THE FORM OF ' CORROBORATION BY 
ANOTHER COGNITION PRODUCED BY THE SAME SENSE- 
ORGAN, —THE SAME SHOULD BE ASSERTED TO 
BE THE BASIS IN THE CASE OF THE 

Veda also, ”—(2903) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Definite basis ’—as stated ra the first line of Text 2901.— (2908) 

Question — How can this be said in regard to the Veda ? 

Ansuer — 

TEXTS (2904-2905) 

When the cognition brought about by any one sentence is 
found to be the same at ail times and places, and in all 

men,— THEN NO OTHER BASIS NEED BE SOUGHT FOR ITS VALIDITY 

Thus then, when a firm conviction produced by a sen- 
tence is NOT FOUND TO BE INCOMPATIBLE WITH 

THE cognitions appearing at other times and 

PLACES AND IS OTHER MEN,— IT IS UNDOUBT- 
EDLY valid "—(2904-2905) 


COMMENTARY 

! F ' m ’~ £ree ,rora uncertainty and mistake 

° !Aer ’ c,c moludea ‘men’ alee- 



1308 


CHAPTER XXV. 


TATTVASANGBAHA 


The following Text 
Inadmissible ’ . 


shows that the Eeason 


adduced 


is not 




As A MATTER of FACT, the VALIDITY OF verbal <vn 

IS Br 0F OTH^r 5 

I ALIDIn 0F ALSO r.nOHT HAVE 

TO BE FEOVED BY INFERENCE (WHICH IS 
ABSURD) ”—(2906) 

COMMEKTAET 

The cognition produced by the Veda cannot have ,ts lahditv confirmed 
by Sense-perception, because what is said in the Veda ,s beyond the reach of 

Shabdanam ' —this includes the cognitions produced bj the Veda 
Or, particular details may be learnt from the Context (2906) 

The following rmght be urged— We do hold that the vnl.ditv of Sense- 
perception is proved by means of Inference 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2907-2908) 

" IF THE VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS WEBB FEOVED BY ANOTHER COGNITION 
THEN, OF THIS LATTEB ALSO, THE VALIDITY WOULD BE PROVED BY 
ANOTHER, AND SO ON AND ON, THERE WOULD BE INFINITE 
REGRESS — If THE VALIDITY OF THE COCNITION THAT TROVES 
THE VALIDITY OF ANOTHER COGXITION BE NOT PROVED 
BY ANY OTHER COGNITIOr,— THEN THE SAME 
MIGHT BE THE CASE WITH THOSE WHOSE 
VALIDITY IS HELD TO BE FBOVED BY 
OTHERS (2907-2908) 

COMMENTARY 

If, like the Sense-perception, the Inference also had its vnhditv proved 
by another Inference, — then there would be Infinite Regress 

If the vahditv of the cognition colled ‘Inference’ were not proved bv 
another cognition, — then in the ease of Sense-perception also, — whose vahditi 
is held to be proved bv Inference, — the validity would lie such ns is not 
proved by another cognition , as there would be no difference between the 
two cases — (2907-2908) 

In the following 2 'ext, the Sauddha supports the view that the Reason 
put forward is * Inadmissible ’ — 
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TEXT (2909) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, SENSE-PERCEPTION, ETC ABE NOT QUITE RE- 
COGNISED as ‘ pramam , ‘ valid ’ , and until they are so 
RECOGNISED, NO BUSINESS WOULD BE POSSIBLE — 

(2909) 

COMMENTARY 

If Cognitions did not need (corroboration by) other Cognitions, then, in 
regard to Sense-perception and the rest, there could be no certainty as to 
their being ‘ valid ’ , and thus there would be an end to all business- 
transactions — (2909) 

To the above, the Mimammka provides the following answer - — 


TEXT (2910) 

‘ Before the Cognition is apprehended, it remains there in its 

OWN FORM , AND SO FAR AS ITS OWN OBJECTIVE IS CONCERNED, IT IS 
INDEPENDENT AND SELF-SU F FICIENT , AND AFTER ITS OWN 
OBJECTIVE HAS BEEN COGNISED, THE COGNITION ITSELF 
COMES TO BE COGNISED BY OTHER COGNITIONS ”—(2910) 


COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows —Even though in regard to the definite 
cognition of its own form, the Cognition requires another Cognition, — yet 
there can be no end to business-transactions, because m regard to the 
apprehension of its own objective, the Cognition is independent and self- 
sufficient, and when the object has become apprehended, then by that 
alone can all transactions be carried on ; what use then would there be for 
considering whether there is certainty or uncertainty ? Because the sole 
purpose of all this lies m the definite cognition of the object concerned Such 
m brief is the purport of the argument- 

The meaning of the words is now explained 

‘tlmf^ahV^ C ° gn ’ lWn * apprehended '~ l e be ^e the certamtv that 

< rnJrl 1 e m the £orm o£ the apprehension of the thing 

purpottnhctT n0t f ep6ndmg up °° cognition, for the 

purpose ot the approliersion of its object 

then later becDIne dul J' cognised, with certainty, — 

This'C Lon T nT ? b6C0meS cogmsed through Inference, etc 
tlcobLr dK,ar0d ~' One does apprehend the Cognition untd 

S . n S b^ n C0gn,5ed;Whcn the <**■* has become co^sed, then 
Qogmtion becomes cognised by means of Inference ' -(291 0) 
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TJio following might bo urged — until the Cognition itself has been 
i ognisod, tho apprehension of its objective cannot be possible, as has been 
thus declared — 1 There con bo no perception of the object for one who has 
had no perception of the Cognition itself ’ 

The onswer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2911-2912) 

“ JxrST AS OBJECTS ABE APPREHENDED BY TEE EYE AND OTHER SEHSE- 
OHGANS, WHICH LATTES AKE THEMSELVES UN COGNISED, — SO, IN THE 
SAME MANNER ARE THINGS APPREHENDED BY COGNITIONS ALSO, 
WITHOUT THESE LATTER BEING THEMSELVES COGNISED 

Hence becoming cognised is not oe much use in the 
validity of the cognition Tor the same reason 

THE APPREHENSION OF THINGS ALSO IS 
OBTAINED FROM THE COGNITION THAT 
IS ITSELF UNCOGNISED ” — (2911-2912) 

COMMENTARY 

Hus is easily understood — (2911-2912) 

If that is so, then the invalidity also of Cognitions could, m the same 
nay, be regarded ns inherent m them —Anticipating this objection, the 
MimSmsala provides the following answer — 


TEXT (2913) 

■Like valid Cognition, Invalid cognition also operates upon 

ITS OBJECT, BY ITSELF (INDEPENDENTLY) , BUT THE FACT OF ITS 
BEING/ofss CANNOT BE APPREHENDED WITHOUT ANOTHER 

means of Cognition " — (2913) 


COMMENTARY 

hence it does W'fcan -I } e tl f e £aot of ats envisaging an unreal 

existence , * thcrat another means of Cogmtion, wo are 
gom^^aw later ou that this falsity is extraneous -(2913) 

Says the OPPonen^ 
als0 , because that also, m some cases, 

^^The^answer to tins is as follows - 
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TEXTS (2914-2916) 

“ The false character of the thing is not apprehended by the 

FORMER (I E THE INVALID COGNITION) IN THE WAY IN WHICH THE 
TREE CHARACTER (IS APPREHENDED BY THE VALID COGNITION) 

Thus then, it is only when there appears the cogni- 
tion OF THE TRUTH BEING OTHERWISE, — OR THE 
COGNITION THAT THE SOURCE OF TEE COGNITION 
HAS BEEN DEFECTIVE, — THAT THE FALSITY (IN- 
VALIDITY) of the Cognition becomes 

RECOGNISED , NOT ON ANY OTHER 
GROUNDS At THE TIME THAT 
IT APPEARS IT IS ALWAYS 
RECOGNISED AS VALID ” 

-(2914-2915) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ The former — i e the invalid cognition. 

‘ -AUa ’ — apprehended 

* True character ’ , — this is a corroborative instance per dissimilarity. 
What is meant is as follows — Falsity is not apprehended by the Invalid 
cognition m the same way m winch truth is apprehended by the Valid cogni- 
tion . hence the two do not stand on the same footing Because as soon as 
it is bom. the Valid cognition is recognised as valid ; but the Invalid cogni- 
tion is not similarly- recognised as invalid, as soon as it is bom , because it 
has always the semblance of the Valid cognition 

TadatrSpi, etc etc ’—This sums up the view that the Invalidity of 
Cognitions is extraneous 

t dustalSrane ' — * dhlh ’ has to be construed here also 

t is only then that the falsity of the Cognition becomes apprehended ’ 

Lhen them 7h 18 *** the real state of «“■* » otherwise,-and 

Tim MI a l * he S0UrCS ° f the has been defective. 

«dm,«ed oil T * Ur?ed - The «■* of the Cognition could be 

actually true' IT, f T" ,W be defimteI r known that these two ideas are 
there would ho f ° r the P^pose of recognising the truth of these ideas 
mfimte i; ** » ** «« would be an 

etc etc V^standi for th' en T ^ words— ‘ Ai the time that it appears, 

bo.ng otherwise Sm at n ^ W ° iieas ~^ of the reaJ state of things 

Thus there imuld be no l i ti e l 0urce ° { «* Cognition being defective- 
mere would be no Infinite Regress —(2914-2015) 

bo fSe,^.bomi,« thet^r ’‘T “'fT' 3 °’ at the Words of the Ved » must 
is cool’ words, like such human assertions as ‘Fire 

The MimomsoXa proceeds to show that this argument is * Inconclusive ’ — 
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'Mi mirk fiiMJMRrrv M — (29IG) 


rOMMEKTARY, 


l ’\ ‘*7 '-y h « «f »*o vcdic i nj „„ etlon 

- "= tr* 

l ” , " ! - a '***• 


tyuri'trin -~U In should more simihmtv not bo urged * 
,‘tlivrrr • — 


TEXTS (2017-2030) 

“ Till- I(. NOR VST Vtt N VV KG, ON TOR BASIS 01 MERE SIMILARITY TO INVALID 
COGNITIONS, SI EK to l’ROVr Tin: INVALIDITY OF all COGNITIONS,— 
rou Till VI MTU AN ARGUMENT IS CONDUCIVE TO THEIR OWN RUIN 
Hicusi 1 OR THE OTHER PARTV ALSO, THERE COMES ABOUT AN 
AUG I WEST WHICH IS THE REFLECTION OF THE BUDDHIST 
ARGUMENT : AND THUS HTING REFUTEtl HU THIS, THE ARGU- 
MENT (of the Buddhist) turns out to be the means 
of rum ino u hat is not true , and as such, it is not 
C V PA RLE OF SETTING ASIDF THE VeDIC INJUNCTION 
WHICH IS INHERENTLY VALID ’ — (2917-2919) 


COMMENTARY 

If n Cognition wore invalid oimplv because it is similar (to onother 
Cognition which it. invalid), — than all Cognitions would have to be regarded 
ns invalid ; hcenus’ some «ort of similarity — such as hemg an entity — can be 
asserted in nil cases — Such is tho meaning of the Tex l in brief 
Question — -How is it conducivo to their own rmn J 
Allan cr — ‘ For the other parti/ also etc etc ’ — 'Other party' — le the 
ilimamsala — * Rejection, etc ’ — just as the reflection appears after the 
reflected object, so, after tho argument of tho Buddhist, there appears the 
counter argument of the Mimammha 

For instance, it is open to the Mimameala to argue os follow s — The 
n ords o! ito Vedn are not false, — because thev are IFord®, etc etc , — hhe 
Mich human assertions as * Fire is hot, bright end so forth * 

Thus being refuted— negatived— bv such counter-arguments,— the 
argument that had been adducod bv the Buddhist and others to prove the 
idea of Yedic Injunction being false is quite incapable of rejecting the 
Vedie Injunction —Why *— Because Of the inherent validity of the Yedic 
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Injunction that is to say, the validity of the Vedic Injunction is such as 
belongs to it by its very nature —(2917-2910) 


With the following Text, 
of all the arguments that have 
Texts 2848 onvards — 


the Author begins the refutation seriatim 
been set forth by the Mlimmsala, under 


TEXT (2920). 

The answer to the above is as follows As a matter of fact, the 

DISTINCTION THAT HAS BEEN MADE HAS SOME BASIS ONLY IN REGARD 
TO THOSE THINGS THAT ARE HELD TO CONTINUE TO EXIST AFTER 
BEING FRODUCED. (2920) 


COMMENTARY 

•Has some basts’ — le subsists in a leal entity, that is, because what 
does not exist cannot be operative — (2920) 

Question — “ What is this * distinction ’ * ’ 

Answer — 

TEXT (2921) 

It IS ONLY FOR THE SECURING OF THEIR EXISTENCE THAT THINGS LIKE 
THE J YR STAND IN NEED OF A CAUSE \ WHEN ONCE THEY HAVE 
SECURED THEIR EXISTENCE, THEY BECOME OPERATIVE 
BY THEMSELVES TOWARDS THEIR OWN 
EFFECTS — (2921) 

(This is a parody of the Mimamsaka’s assertion m Text 2848 ) 
COMMENTARY 

Question — ■“ Why can this not be possible in tile case of Cognition also ? 
[why should it be restricted to things like the Jar only » ] " 

Ansu-er — 


TEXT (2922). 

That Cognition which you also regard as not lasting after being 

BORN, BECOMES NON-EXISTENT AFTER HAVING SECURED ITS 
EXISTENCE , WHAT SORT OF ACTIVITY OR OPERATION, 

THEN, COULD IT HAVE * (2922) 


COMMENTARY 

IFAat activity could the non-existent Cognition have * ’ — none whatso- 
ever , because what is non-existent is devoid of all capacity 
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Tii - - Hi. »■ , ;<oat’"idiclion is pointed out in the fcUcminj 


TEXTS (2P23-2P24) 

The orrr.tTJCCt or Catses has alwats sszs rorsi) to 32 soxsesxg 
dhterext rnoa the o * rt ii or the ettzcts; ix 033x3 to heectthe 
7X1= itoj: the case or CoGsruox {PramSna), the xeei: -hexs’ 
(‘jcrnma ') has 3 eex xxiEODrcED [ 3 r Jxn nyzisssSSm 1. 1.4] 

7;-:i: idea s eixc that the Coosmoy hoes yor coynsrE 

TO EXIST TOP. EVES A SEfGIX liOMEXT. A53 XET ET IS HOI 
BOSH AS ESVALID : OS ACCPrHT 01 llxUCH IT C0T2I) 0TE3A 3 2 
©SIS’ BATES OH TOVTAS.DS THE APxSEEEHDISG OE THE 
OBJECT, — -nr THE HASHES OF THE SeHSE-OSGASS. — 

TS!iJohvSnn~—SzysT-prscrpnoy. 54-55] — 

(2923-2924) 


COMMENTARY. 

In c u(r3 1 1 i.Jaimim has propounded tisdsSrftiDn of Ytrst-u^cmfiV. 

M ra =..-UBt in ‘the 6 t rtft of the man’s apprehension faBouing faa £» 
00-t‘act of the sense-organs triih an esisting objeoi ’ ; and me above amr 
} lC e= have been put forward by KnmSrila in justification or 
•errr ‘ ton-ro ’ (Birth) in this definition; the sense tens u. 

^ has been used in Older to point cut that the Common as v*_a as 

coon as i: Is l>vm 
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Question —“What is the reason for this ’ ” 

Ansuer ‘ The Cognition does not, etc etc ’ — •* Tai ’ stands for the 

Cognition — (2923-2924) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates and answers the rejoinder 
of the other party . — 

TEXT (2925). 

If the Cognition is held to be not-momentart and even eternal, 

THEN THIS GOES AGAIXST WHAT HAS BEEN ACCEPTED ELSE- 
WHERE, AND IT IS ALSO NULLIFIED BY REASONING 

—(2925) 

COMMENTARY. 

In another context, Rumania has declared the unity and eternahty of 
Cognitions, as declared by him in the following words — “ For us. Cognitions 
being of the same nature as the Spirit (Soul), are held to be eternal and one ’’ 
[Shlokaiartila — Eternahty of Words, 404]. 

Under this view, the Proposition put forward (that Cognitions are 
eternal) would go against wliat has been accepted elsewhere, — as also against 
Inference. For instance, it has been held that Cognitions are momentary ; 
rs said in the Bliasya (Shabara) — “ It is momentary and does not remain till 
the time of the appearance of another Cognition ” (Su 1. 1 5, page 9, line 17) , 
and it also goes against the words of Rumania himself, to the oHect that — 
“ Cognition does not contmue to exist for a single moment ” ( Shlohavarliha — 
Sense-perception. 55) — (2925) 

The following Text points out how the assertion of the Eternahty of 
Cognitions is nullified fay reasoning : — 

TEXT (2926) 

(a) It has been demonstrated in detail that all things abb nr 
* Perpetual Flux ’ , — (6) as for the eternal thing, it is never 
produced , what need then could it have of a 
Cause *■ — (2926) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Cognition is eternal, then it cannot be right to hold that it needs a 
Cause ; this is pointed out m the words — 1 As regards the eternal thing, etc. 
etc. It is only what is produced that needs something else as its Cause , 
what is eternal, however, can never be produced ; what need can that have 
of it ?— (2920) 

In the following Text the author shows, through a formulated argument, 
that the idea of the jJIxnidnisal.a is annulled by Inference — 
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TEXT (2827) 

Eon THESE REASONS, IT CAN BE ASSERTED THAT BY ITSELF THE COGNITION 
' CANNOT BE VALID, THE VALIDITY COMES ONLY LATER IN RELATION 
TO ITS EFFECTS, — BECAUSE IT IS FEATURELESS, — LIKE 
THE ‘SKY-LOTUS’ — (2927) 


COMMENTARY 

In the following Text, the Author admits (for the sake of argument) 
that Cognitions are not-momentary, and then proceeds to show that the 
view of the other party is annulled by facts of Sense-perception and other 
forms of Cognition — 

TEXT (2928) 

Or, Cognition may be not-momentary, and it may by itself be ofera- 

TTVE TOWARDS BRINGING ABOUT THE CONVICTION REGARDING ITS 

validity But in that case, why should there be 
any Doubts, etc * — (2928) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Cognition itself produces the conviction regarding its own validity, 
then there should he no Doubt, etc regarding the Cognition The ' etc ’ 
includes wrong cognition, as also contradictions due to it, ideas to the contrary, 
setting forth of self-contradictory definitions, and non-conformity 

Thus inasmuch as we do meet, after the Cognition, with Doubts, etc 
which are’ contrary to the conviction of validity of the Cogmtion,-it is 
clearly established by Perception itself that there is no conviction in tbo 
case and this absence of Conviction becomes proved by Perception, exactly 
m the same manner as the absence of the Jar is established by the appre- 
hension of the place devoid of the Jar 

Thus the Proposition that there is convict, on regarding validity is 

annulled by a fact of Sense-perception —(2928) 

The following Text points out how there is incompatibility with 
Perception — 

TEXT (2929) 

Inasmuch as certainty regarding its validity would be obtained 

Cognition « — “ 

Doubt or wrong Cognition, etc —(2929) 


COMMENTARY 

. Tasmin ’ stands for certainty regarding validity -(2929) 
Question Why should there be no room for Doubt, etc 


Answer — 
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TEXT (2930) 

Inasmuch as Conviction and Wrong Cognition are mutually 
DESTRUCTIVE,- — IF WfiOIfG COG2SITIOH BECOMES EXCLUDED, 
Conviction remains entirely- unaffected — (2930) 


COMMENTARY 

Question — “ Why should the two be mutually destructive ? ” 

.■Insuer — ‘ If Wrong Cognition becomes excluded, etc etc ’ — Conviction 
has a form which is the reverse of Wrong Cognition , hence it does not gain 
a footing until it has set aside the Wrong Cognition , just, as warmth does not 
gain a footing until it has set aside coolness Hence when an object has 
been taken up by Conviction, where could there be any room for the Wrong 
Cognition ? — (2930) 

The following Text points out that the Minium sala's view involves selt- 
contradiction also — 


TEXT (2931) 

Thus then, for establishing the validity of the Cognition arising 
from the Veda, — any such assertion as that it arises 

FROM CAUSES FREE FROM DEFECTS AND SO FORTH, IS OF 

NO USE. (2931) 

COMMENTARY 

Betiitthabhdia ’ — character of arising from causes 

‘ And so fortk’ — includes — (a) the assertion of its not being the work 
of an untrustworthy person, (6) the assertion that it is never snblated As 
has been declared m the following passage — “ The Cognition produced 
by the Veda is valid, — (a) because it is produced by causes free from defects, 
— like cognitions produced by the Inferential Indicative, the Words of a 
Trustworthy Person, and Sense-perception , also (6) because it is not the 
work of an untrustworthy person, and (c) because it is free from sublation ” 
(Shlolavuriila, Su 1 12, 1S4-185) Consequently, for the proving of 
the validity of the Cognition produced by the Veda, — when the Mimamsaka 
•-tates a reason, — at becomes implied that the validity of that Cognition is 
due to extraneous causes , — and this idea is negatived by the same writer 
when he asserts that " the validity of all Cognitions is inherent m 
themselves ” Thus there is clear self-contradiction — (2931) 


The following Texts anticipate and answer the rejoinder of the Mimamsala 
to the above — 
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TEXTS (2032-2934) 

II' IT IS HEED THAT — “tup 

Cognitions having ™ ™ r or 

that HU'E been set Frm-ro A, As FACT > THE arguments 
refuting the devue ZZ T* TOS TRE op 

EIGHT IS ZLl HB SiME <-^EN THAT CANNOT BE 

right AS there can BE no POSSIBILITY of SUCH deniax ZZ 

CAN BE A SUSPICION OF SUCH DENIAL, ONLY SO FONT' « ™ 
CONVICTION REGARDING THE VALIDITY HAS -AS 

SOON AS THAT CONVICTION HAS APPEARED, WHENCE COULD THERE 
IVHIC™” THE R E rjc OP 

cgnw Lrc ATTEWT C0ULV BE USEFm 1 When a man has been 

CONVINCED THAT THE TALL THING STANDING BEFORE HIM IS A POST 
HE NO LONGER SUSPECTS IT TO BE ANYTHING ELSE -(2932-2934) ' 

COMMENTAKy 

It might be argued that-" when ue put forward our argu meats, ,t ,s 
no or proving tho validity of the Cognition proceeding from the Veda 
it is for refuting the invalidity that has been urged by the other parti " 

Tins also cannot be right — Why (-Because there can be no possibility 
of any suspicion of invalidity— It has been declared that ‘ Cor, wet, on and 
Doubt are mutually destructive • (2930) so that when Conviction has 
come about, whence could there be any suspicion of invalidity,— for the 
removing of which suspicion, your attempt at setting forth arguments could 
be fruitful ? 

An example is cited — 1 When n man, etc etc ’ — i e by the observer who 
has become convinced of its being the past 

‘ Any thing else ’ — in the shape of free or man or some such thing — 
(2032-2934) ■ * 

Question — “ If that is so, then how can the suspicion of invalidity bB 
removed without setting forth arguments f ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (2935) 

When a firm conviction has appeased in a certain form in con- 
nection WITH A CERTAIN THING, FROM A CERTAIN CAUSE,— ALL 
SUSPICIONS TO THE CONTRARY ARE REMOVED BY THAT 
1 SAME CONVICTION — (2935) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Yairtipanischayah ’ — m a certain form 

» Tadviparyaya, etc ’ — the suspicion regarding that form or character 
‘ TaW Iva ’—from the conviction regaidmg the same form —(2938) 


An example is cited m support of this 
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TEXT (2936) 

When the existence of Eire has become cognised through in- 
dicatives LIKE Smole, — THE IDEA OF THE NON-EXISTENCE OF 
fmE BECOMES DISCARDED BY THAT SAME COGNITION 

—(2936) 

COMMENTARY 

• The idea of its non-existence, etc etc ’ — i e the non-existence of the Fire. 
—(2930) 

The whole matter is summed up in the following — 

TEXT (2937) 

Thus then, please accept the fact that the denial of Invalidity 

IS OBTAINED BY ITSELF , HENCE FOR THE DENIAL OF INVALIDITY, 

NO ARGUMENTS ARE NEEDED — (2937) 

COMMENTARY 

A consolidated argument is set forth in support of this same conclusion— 

TEXT (293S) 

If THERE WERE ANY SUSPICION OF THE TWO KINDS OF ‘ INVALIDITY ’, — 
THEN THERE WOULD BE NO certainty REGARDING * VALIDITY ’ , 
SINCE THE THING IN QUESTION WOULD HAVE FORMED 
THE OBJECT OF WRONG COGNITION — (2938) 

COMMENTARY 

' Tim hinds oj Invalidity ’ — in the form of Doubt and Wrong cognition — 
(2938) 

In the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out ‘ self-contradic- 
tion ' on the part of the Mimamsala, by showing that lus new involves the 
incongruity of a character concomitant mth the contrary — 

TEXT (2939) 

When a thing has become the object of Doubt or Misconception, 

THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE REAL. FORM OF 
THAT THING , — AS IN THE CASE OF THE POST. — (2939) 

COMJIENTARY 

Doubt and Misconception are contrary to Certainty , and when the thing 
Iirs become subject to tlie former two, — and is concomitant with it — then 
there is no room for Certainty regarding it — (2939) 
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In the following Text , the Author points out that the new of the 
Opponent is contrary to Inference,— and also asserts the establishment of 
his own view — 

TEXT (2940) 

Foe example, (1) the Post, (2) the Fibe, and (3) Invalidity are 

COGNISED EXTEANBOUSLY BY MEANS OP THE NOTIONS OF (1) 

the Cbow, (2) Smoke and (3) Defects in the 
source of the Cognition — (2940) 

COMMENTARY 

The argument may be formulated as follows — Things whose character 
has become subject to doubt and misconception can havo their reality 
ascertained only by things extraneous to themselves, — e g the Post , — the 
validity of cognitions, for some people, has become the object of Doubt and 
Misconception , hence this is a Reason based on the nature of the thing 
concerned 

< Balibhuk ’ (Crow)— ‘ Vftuma ’ (Smoke)—' Mlullhadoxa ' (defects m the 
source)— the ‘ pialyaya '—notions of these,— these are to be construed 
respectively, with the ‘ Sthanu ’ (Post)-' Tlja ’ (Eire) and ‘ AprSmBnya ' 
(Invalidity) [The presence of the Grow indicates that the upright object 
is the Post, not the Man ) 

This shows the Invariable Concomitance of the Probans (with the 
Probandum) — (2940) 

The following Text shows the presence of the Probans in the ‘subject ’ 
and thereby sets aside the defect of * Inadmissibility 1 from the Reason 

TEXT (2941) 

Because My has been definitely ™ 

• Doubt and Misconception, -therefore pleasf 

that any cebtainty regarding it oan be obtained 
ONLY BXTSANBOTTSLY (2941) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Yat ' — Because 

‘ Galarn ’—found. n 

Question What has been so found ? 

Answer —Validity. , shown that the cognition produced 

* SSASi - • * * — “ *■ 

doubtful and wrong). p ost , the certainty is obtained only 

■ 1 as m the case 

extraneously. h the oono lusion resulting from tie 

• Tasya , etc.— This sets 

Reasoning — (2941) 
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It has been argued by the Mimamsala, under 2932, that “ the self- 
sufficient validity of cognitions having been accepted as a fact, the argu- 
ments that have been set forth are only for the purpose of refuting the denial 
of the same ” — This cannot be right , because, under the circumstances, 
there could be no doubt regarding the validity ; as has been explained — The 
position non- taken up is — that it may be granted (for the sake of argument) 
that the arguments have been adduced for the purpose of removing the 
suspicion of invalidity, but oven so, that cannot be right, m accordance 
with your view — This is what is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (2942-2943) 

Your view is that — "it is only in the sentence in which the 

NEGATIVE WORD IS POUND THAT THESE IS DENIAL OF SOMETHING 
ELSE, AND IN ALL OTHER SENTENCES, IT IS THE POSITIVE DENOTA- 
TION ITSELE THAT IS APPREHENDED ” . — NOW IN YOUR 

assertion (under Text 2348) that “ the cognition 

PRODUCED BY THE VEDA IS VALID ” — THE 
NEGATIVE WORD HAS NOT BEEN USED , HENCE 

it cannot mean f)ie denial of invalidity 
—(2942-2943) 


COMMENTARY 

The view of persons like you, who hold that the denotation of words is 
a In a vs pm is as follows It is onlv when the negative word is used 
m a sentence, that the denial of other things’ is comprehended,— m all 
ther cases it is only affirmatwn- that is expressed” —In the sentence em- 

?? ® ' 0Ur argument ~“ The c °gmtion produced by the Veda is vabd, etc 
etc the negative word has not been used, how then could it express the 
denial of invalidity ’—(2942-2943) 1 ne 

It has been argued by the Author himself (under Text 2928)—' ■ TW 

ItlT- W T ,h ' - “ S lo„ H C 


A1V-Y1 (2944) 

I UR 1F I VHER^T D1TY ° F *“■ COCX1TIOSS 1S DUhr RECOGNISED AS 

^ HEREST R THElt BY THEMSELVES, — THEN WHY IS 
THERE A DIFEEKENCE OF OPINION AMONG DISPUTES 1 

—(2944) 


“I!" *“ "f '" m ™ ”>>««»* I” U.mi 


then there 
regarding 
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aZ 7 H ° W d ° y °" W thSt * er6 13 thls of opinion - 


TEXT (2945) 

[That there is diversity op opinion is shows by the pact that] 

OXE PARTY CONSISTING OP THE ' PrJCHYAS ’ (EASTERNERS OR ASCI- 
ENTS) ASSERT DEFINITELY THAT “ THE VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS IS 
ALWAYS INHERENT, SELF-SUFFICIENT, IN THEMSELVES", 

WHILE OTHERS ASSERT THAT IN SOME CASES, THE VALI- 
DITY IS SELF-SUFFICIENT, WHILE IN OTHERS IT IS 
DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES , — AND THERE IS 
NO HARD AND FAST RULE ONE WAY OR 
, THE OTHER— (2945) 


COmfENTARY 


' One party ’ — i e the Mimammlas , — ‘ others ’ — the Buddhists 
These others hold that some cognitions are self-sufficient in their \ ability , 
e g (a) the direct perception of themselves by the cognitions b} the Mystics, 
— (6) -the cognition of the fruitful activity of things, — (c) Inferential Cogni- 
tion, — {d) Repeated Perception , this latter is definitely recognised ns tahtf bv 
itself as the possibility of misconception has been set aside by the repeated 
experience ,— V bile this is so in the oase of somo cognitions, m that of 
some others, the validity is derived from extraneous circumstances , e g 
the cognition m dispute, arising from the Veda,— and nlso such Perception 
as has not had all possibility of mistahe removed , os repented experience or 
the perception of effective action has not been obtained 

[Seya the Opponent]— 11 If that is so, then, according to \ou, there 
should be no diversity of opinion in regard to Inference , as its validity if 
self-sufficient And yet there is such diversity of opinion ; ns some people 
hold that Inference is brought about by the threcfcatuml Probnns, some 
others hold that it is brought about by the tm-fentured Probans , v h.lo there 
are others who hold that it is brought by a Probans that is one featured — 
Further, under this view, the setting up of the definition of things would 
be futile— Similarly, the validity of Inference should not bo expounded and 
justified as against the Materialist , because bore also, the validity is self 

sufficient^ does not affect our position, because when 

the self-validity of Inference, what we mean is as follows -Asa matter of 

ir— : -- — — - 
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with it When the disputants quarrel in this matter, it is before the Inference 
lias appeared, — and the reason for this quarrel lies in their ignorance 
of the nature of the Probans which is related (to the Probandum) by the 
causal relation , the quarrel does not arise after the Inference has duly come 
about , as at that time the exact nature of the said Probans has been duly 
recognised It is for this reason that what the Teachers do, when putting 
forward the definition of things, is to explain the nature of the Probans 
related by the causal relation How could any Inference come about from 
the cognition of a Probans other than the one mentioned ? 

As regards the argument of the Opponent that — “ there should be no 
arguments addressed to the Materialist, for proving the validity of 
Inference ” ,- — it is not right , because what we are seeking to prove is 
not the validity of Inference, but its use This we do because, even 


when the validity of Inference has been proved, the Materialist, deluded by 
listening to the false teachings of Economic Science (Philosophy of Property}, 
does not make use of it, — as the Sankhyas do , hence by showing to him 
the subject-matter of Inference, we seek to demonstrate to him the use of 


!t , by pointing out to him that — when one thing is produced by another, 
the latter is endowed with the capacity to bring about the former , — as is 
found m the case of Perception and its object and the cognition of the 
‘Subject’ as containing the Probandum has been brought, about by 
the perception of the Probans as invariably concomitant with the Pro- 
bandum , and by explaining to the Materialist all these conventions, we 
induce him to make use of Inference Because m regard to Perception, he 
has used it as valid only on account of finding that it is not incompatible 
with the real state of things , and what ‘ non-incompatibility ’ could be 
t loro except that one should be produced by the other (as m the ease of 
tlie Probans based upon causal relation)? This has been thus declared— 
Hie validity of Sense-perception is proved by the fact that it does not 
appear when its object is not there , and as regards the causal character of 
that which is invariably concomitant, both the conditions are equally present 
m It . Consequently, ns the Sankhya, while recognising the fact that the 
e ep lant cannot stand on the Up of a grass-blade, has his mind confounded 
o.v listening to the scriptures, and consequently, while not mailing use of the 
■sai negative fact (of the elephant standing on the tip of the grass-blade) 
has recourse to activities ,— similarly the Materialist also 

been tl16 valldlty of the 00 e mtlon produced by the Veda has not 

of wl , ’ 00nser l uentl y, its validity could not be proved like that 

case beaauso ao invariable Concomitanco is established m this 

; HS iS th,s sata « validity that has got to be proved Hence 

and that T/u ^ ^ ^ V “ Udlty oi c0 E mh( ™ s produced by the Veda, 

•.tniidmi the f e V " ‘ dlty of Inf - renoe fcy the Buddhist) do not 

tm,Q 011 the same footing — (2945) 


but, wht- f f„°M ne IMg , ht bS ul 's ed ~“ There may be difference of opinion; 


The answer to tins is as follows 
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TEXT (294G) 

Dispute always arises prom sascotrcEPTrnv „ . 

“ IS REN ' DERED “POSSIBLE BY THE ^TY™" 

ZZ' SmCB ™ THE VABI0US PAraES tobu, have' 
ascertained the truth (regarding the self-vauditv 

' ° F COGNITIOXS), THEY WOULD NEVER QUARREL 
AMONG THEMSELVES — (294G) 


COMMENTARY 

What is meant by tins is that Dispute is always the effect of Misconcep 
ton, which m always contrary to firm Conviction,-*, that when there is 
Dispute, on any point, it follows that there is no firm Conviction , const 
quently, the Proposition that “ the validity of Cognitions is self sufficient ’ 
is contrary to Inference — (2046) 


The following Texts point out the perception of another fact which is 
contrary to firm Conviction — 


TEXTS (2947-2948) 

If there were a firm Conviction regarding the self-validity or 
all Cognitions, — then, by virtue of this same Conviction 

NO ONE COULD HOLD A DIFFERENT OPINION —WHEN A MAN 

accepts the Invalid as Valid, he becomes deceived 
When, however, there is conviction regarding 
self -validity, no one can be opposed to it — 

(29 47-2948) 

COMMENTARY 

Disagreement or diversity of opinion is always found to lie the effect of 
a Misconception, winch is always contrary to well-ascertained Comietion, 
therefore such diversity of opinion should not bo there, m face of the opinion 
that all cognitions are inherently valid , because such a Conviction should 
have removed the misconception that could lead to the said dncrsiti of 
opinion 

* Opposed to it’— i e holding a different opinion — (2047-2'MS) 

In the following Texts, the Opponent proceeds to put forward h« 
arguments — 
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TEXTS (2949-2950) 

“ One who acts in pursuance of an invalid cognition meets with 

NON-CONFORMITY WITH REALITY , AND CERTAINTY REGARDING invalidity 
HAS BEEN HELD TO BE DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES AND ASCERTAIN- 
ABLE BY A SUBSEQUENT SUBLATING COGNITION On THE OTHER 
HAND, ONE WHO ACTS IN PURSUANCE OF A VALID COGNITION 
DOES NOT MEET WITH THE SAID NON-CONFORMITY , AND IT 
IS IN REGARD TO THIS THAT WE HOLD THAT THERE IS 
FIRM CONVICTION REGARDING ITS VALIDITY BEING 
INHERENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENT ” — (2949-2950) 

COMMENTARY 

Non-conformity with reality comes to one who proceeds to act m pur- 
suance of an invalid cognition , and it has already haen admitted that the 
invalidity of cognitions is due to extraneous causes As for the Valid cogni- 
tion, on the other hand, one who acts m pursuance of that does not meet with 
non -conformity , and it is of this cognition that validity has been held to be 
inherent and self-sufficient In what way then can there be annulment of 
the assertion of ‘ self-validity ’ by Inference ’ 

The answer to the above is provided in the following— 


TEXTS (2951-2964) 

What has been said is not right , as it proceeds from ignorance 

OF WHAT IS MEANT BY US WHAT IS MEANT BY US IN REGARD TO 
THE SUBJECT OF CONVICTION REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY OF ALL 
OGNITIONS IS AS FOLLOWS In A CASE WHERE THE CONVICTION 

3 EU T UD1TY IS N0T CBRTAIN ’ ™ IS cognised, by 
elimination is Invalidity, because irrespectively of the 

IZZrT STATB °* THmQS OTHERWISE THAN^ THAT 

TEE FACT THE SOURCE OF 
THE COGNrTION BEING DEFECTIVE, — THE CONVICTION Rjnp nnrn 

ITS invalidity APPEARS IMMEDIATELY AFTER ITS BIRTH— CONSF 
OUEKTLY I'm? Wir T * iilKTH — O0NSE- 

OF THE -R E “u nv “ C “ N0T M SAID T0 A CASE 
ACT IN PURSUAVOV VA MDITY , HENCE NO ONE WOULD EVER 

WITH REALIT r B B C^™ 0GNm0N THAT 18 N ° T " 

- A c “ Ty reg ™ 

COMMENTARY 
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tion ’ is invariably concomitant with the * conviction of Validity ’ , and as a 
consequence of this, wherever the ‘ conviction of Validity ’ — which embraces 
all cognitions — does not appear, there, by implication, remains Invalidity, 
and ' Validity * and 1 Invalidity ’ are mutually exclusive Hence it follows 
by implication that Invalidity also is inherent m cognitions , irrespectively 
of nnv idea of its being not m conformity with reality or of its cause being 
defective , in fact the conviction regarding Invalidity follows from the 
mere non-appearance of the conviction regarding Validity Thus what lias 
been asserted (by the MimamsaKa) — to the effect that “ the conviction 
regarding Invalidity follows from extra neons causes, in the shape of sublatmg 
cognitions ” (Text ’2949) — is not right 

Such being the ease, as soon as the Cognition is bom, its validity or in- 
validity becomes ascertained by the birth or otherwise of Conviction regaidmg 
its validity , so that the Activity of no sane person can follow from an invalid 
cognition , how then can there be any possibility of the activity not being 
m conformity with reality ? 

* TadyatZh ’ — l e from the conviction regarding non-conformity 

AU these defects that have been pointed out regarding the Proposition 
(of the MimamsaKa) should be understood to be the defects in his Reason, 
which is hereby shown to be not-concomitant (with the Probandum) , they 
Should not be regarded os defects of the Proposition Otherwise, as the 
Proposition does not form an integral part of the argument, the P^ntogou 
of defects in it w ould involve a ‘ Clincher ’ for the other party (the Buddhist) 

-—(2951-2954) 


In the follow mg Text the Author points out the ‘ Inadmisabditj ' oftlw 
Corroborate e Instance cited (under Text 2850) ,n the shape of the Jar 


TEXT (2955) 


IN THE 
THE 


CASE OF 
TIJIE OE 
TENCE , 


the Jab, thebe is ho time eok action, apart from 
ws birth —because it has a momentary exis- 
hence the Cobbobobative Instance is 
' inadmissible ’ — (2955) 


COMMENTARY 

Says the Opponent-" The ot *° n ' 
of the Potter, etc and found to J-S" * en cnn lt be said that there 
laming Honey, ^ 5 ” 

is no time for its notion, p 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXT (2956) 

SUBSEQUENTLY TO THE IE BIRTH, THE JAB, ETC BO HOT DEFEND UPON THE 

Potter and other such causes , but they do depend upon 

T H EIR OWN CONSTITUENT CAUSES AND OTHER THINGS 
SO THAT OF THE JAR ITSEEF, THERE CAN BE 
NO ACTION — (2956) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Their own constituent causes,' — m the shape of the preceding' 
homogeneous * moments — ‘ Other things ’ include the man holding it 

What is meant is as follows — What are seen subsequently are entire] v 
different * Jar -moments ’ appearing through their own constituent cause 
etc. : and no single Jar is known to exist after the moment of its birth , 
for the simple reason that all things are momentary — (2956) 

It has been argued by the Mtmomsala, under Text 2854, that — “ Just 
as the first Cognition needs corroboration of the second Cognition, so would 
the latter need another, and so on and on there would be an Infinite Regress ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (2957). 

If validity is dependent (upon something else), there can be no 
Infinite Kegress Hence there can be certainty regard- 
ing SELF-VALIDITY ONLY WHEN THERE IS COGNITION 
OF EFFECTIVE ACTION — (2957) 


COMMENTARY 

The other party argues as follows — 


TEXT (295S) 

What peculiar feature is there us the second cognition, dif- 
ferent FROM THOSE OF THE PREVIOUS COGNITION, ON ACCOUNT 
OF WHICH IT IS NOT REGARDED TO BE ENTIRELY LIKE 
THE FREVIOUS COGNITION ? ” — (2958) 

COMMENTARY. 

The answer to this (from the Buddhist) is as follows — 
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TEXTS (2959-2962) 

The answer to the above is as follows -It „ cosroEinrr wit 

THE BEAL STATE OF THINGS THAT IS CALLED * VALIDITY 
THERE IS NO FEATURE OF IT EXCEPT THE RETEATED COGNITIO: 
OF EFFECTIVE ACTIOS — -THE COGSITIOS ESVISAGISG EFFECTIV 
ACTIOS IS CLEARLY APPREHENDED , AND THE APPPEHESSIO'. 
BECOMES COSHHMED BY THE AFTER-THOUGHT EXITS SEIM 

the same Thus its own real validity having bees del 

ASCERTAINED, IT DOES NOT STAND IS NEED OF ANY SCBSEQUEN" 
COGNITION OF THE SAME EFFECTIVE ACTION THUS THE VALTDIT 
OF THE COGNITION BECOMES MANIFESTED IN THE VERY FIRST COGN 
■HON ENVISAGING THE SAID EFFECTIVE ACTION ; AND THEREBY IT 
VALIDITY BECOMES CONFIRMED — (2959-2962) 


COMMENTABY 


The purport of the above, m brief, is as follows — Tlie name ‘ PrnmJnn 
‘vahd cognition,’ is given to that cognition which is m conformity with 
the real state of things , — as has been asserted m the declaration that — 
1 Pramana is that cognition which is in confomntv with things’, — this 
‘ conformity ’ appears in the shape of effective action ; — as it i« onlv for 
purposes of effective action that there is a desire to investigate the * validity ’ 
of Cognitions , — because the sane man investigate? the validity or invalidity 
of cognitions only for the purpose of undertaking actmtv m accordance 
with it, — and not because be likes to do so , — this effective action i c one that 
figures m the notion of such acts as burning cooking and the like , ns it i? 
only when this cognition hss appeared that the want of the man seeking to 
undertake the activity becomes supplied , — this cognition of effechv e action 
on account of the perceptibility of its own cognition, appears by it?"lf , and 
as this apprehension is quite clear, it is followed by an afterthought, in 
accordance with the same apprehension. — winch serve? to confirm the 
cognition , — all this is self-evident — Nor does the man desire nn\ other 
fruit resulting from the said cognition . for the sake of which he would seek 
for the appearance of another cognition envisaging another effective action . 
which would lead to an Infinite Begress For instance, m ordinnrv lift. Hit 
fruits of activity that are desired arc in the form of prospentv and advc-sitv 
(happraess and unhappiness) ; and this is accomplished bv the oppcvrancf 
of jov and sorrow, and men, being satisfied with this result, de=ist from 
further activity , and this is what is meant when it is =«id tint the result has 


been accomplished by itself. 

As ior the first cognition which has brought about tin second count ion. 
the validity of that is said to eonsist onlv m the enpveuv to brine nboni U> 
second cognition, and the presence of this cnpnc.tv cannot b* 
bv peopled, on account of the absence of repetition .do 
effective action resulting from it; hence it >= ascertained onlv bv 
appearance of its effect m the shape of the second cognition 
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It is for these reasons that the validity of the first cognition is said to be 
flue to something extraneous to itself. — (2959-2962) 

In the following Texts, the author sets forth another way of avoiding the 
Infinite Regress — 

TEXTS (2963-2965) 

If the initial cognition did not envisage a heal entity, then the 

SECOND COGNITION, IN THE FORM OF CONFIRMATION BY CONFOBM1TY 
TO THE BEAL STATE OF THE THING, WOULD NOT APPEAR AT ALL, 
AS ITS CAUSE WOULD NOT BE THERE FOR EXAMPLE, WHEN A MAN 
HA S THE COGNITION OF PlRE IN REFERENCE TO THE CLUSTER OF 
ASHOEA-BLOSSOMS, THERE DOES NOT APPEAR THE COGNITION EN- 
VISAGING BURNING AND COOKING (WHICH ARE NOT BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY WHAT HAS BEEN COGNISED AS PlRE) If THIS LATTER DOES 
APPEAR, THEN THE COGNISED OBJECT TURNS OUT TO BE NOT ANY- 
THING DIFFERENT FROM FlRE , BECAUSE PlRE IS ONLY AN ENTITY 
THAT IS CHARACTERISED BY THE CAPACITY FOR PRODUCING MS 

effect (in the shapb of burning, cooking and the rest) — (2963- 
2965) 

COMMENTARY 

If the initial — 6rst — cognition had appeared in regard to a non- 
entity, then the subsequent cognition of itB result (in the shape of effective 
activity) could not come about ; because its cause would not be there , 
because the cognition of effective action is always concomitant with an 
entity When the cognition does not envisage real Fire, — when foi instance 
one has the idea of Fire in regard to the bunch of Ashoka-blossoms, — there 
do not appear the cognitions of such actions as burning and cooking (which 
ere peculiar to Fire) 

If such cognitions did appear, then the thing cognised would really 
be Fire itself , — why ’ — because Fire is nothing else but what is characterised 
by the capacity to bum and to cook things 
Vibhavaeu ’ is Fire — (2963-2965) 

The argument is summed up in the following — 

TEXT (2966) 

From all this it follows that so long as the cognition envisaging 

EFFECTIVE ACTION DOES NOT APPEAR, -=-THERE IS ALWAYS A 
SUSPICION OF THE INITIAL COGNITION BEING WRONG 
(INVALID) , BECAUSE OF THE CAUSES OF MIS- 
APPREHENSION. — (2966) 

COMMENTARY 

effecf 3 ^ 3 ^' e Opponent — “lake the initial cognition, the cognition of 
we action also is produced directly by the thing, Fire, itself , — then 
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why should there be suspicion of invalidity regarding the mttml cognition 
only, and not regarding the other cognition * ” 

Answer — 

TESTS (2967-2908) 

lx REGARD TO THE FIRST COGNITION, THERE «RE VARIOUS GROUNDS FOR 
SUSPECTING IT TO BE WRONG, — SUCH AS (1) THE NON-PERCEPTION OF 
ITS EFFECT (Hi THE SHAPE OF EFFECTIVE ACTION), (2) PER- 
CEPTION OF SIMILARITY, (3) INEFFICIENCY OF THE COGNI- 
TION AND SO FORTH WHEN, HOWEVER, THERE APPEARS 
THE COGNITION EXVISAGIXG ITS EFFECT, THERE 
ARE XO SUCH GRODXDS , BECAUSE THERE IS 
DIRECT FEBCEPTIOX OF ACTIOX, WHICH IS 
DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE ENTITY 

cognised — (2967-2968) 

COMMENTARY 

In connection with the initial cognition (of Fire), there are several 
grounds for suspecting it to be wrong, for instance, (1) immediate^ after 
the cognition, there does not come about its effect m the shape of Burmnn 
and the like, (2) it is similar to wrong cognitions, and (3) the inefficionci of 
the cognition , — ‘ and so forth ' includes vneoneernedness, absence of repetition 
etc —-In regard to the cognition of the effect, on the other hand, there i- 
no reason to suspect it to be wrong, hence its confirmation comes from 
itself— (29S7-2968) 

In regard to the initial cognition also, u hen, by frequent repet, non, etc 
the of suspicion have been dispelled, the valid.* comes bv itsc.f - 

This is what is pointed out m the following— 

TEXT (2909) 

Tx THE CASE OF THE INITIAL COGNITION AMO, EVEN THOUGH ITS EFFECT 
^ W BEEN SEEK, IF THE COGNITION HAS BEEN RE- 
PRATED, A DISTINCT PECULIARITY IS PERCEIVED IX IT 
U-JOCH DIFFERENTIATES IT from cogni- 
tions NOT PERTAINING TO THE 
THING CONCERNED, [AND 
THIS ESTABLISHES 

ITS validity] 

—(2909) 

COMMENTARY 

, mnv BT) tynr as initial* ckar and thM.net, vith 
A pwticulnr cognition mo^PP" ^ imnMlty ^polled bv rented 

,n FW ,J. ol **IJ" ,, *, ita. ; »' 

and corns ; 
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peuenee a clear and distinct cognition may appear, in regard to winch all 
grounds of suspicion regarding invalidity have been dispelled , and it produces 
immediately after itself a Cogitative Cognition envisaging an object of 
the same kind, — and thereby it becomes cognised as dissociated from those 
heterogeneous things which have not figured in the preceding cognition ; — 
in this way its validity is spoken of as being due to itself 

Some people hold the following opinion — “ Even when the cognition is 
repeated, there is certainty regarding its validity, in the shape of the capacity 
to bring about its effect, — and this certainty is brought about by Inference 
based upon the Probans in the form of * similarity ’ , so that m all cases 
validity is cognised through extraneous causes, — and never by the cognition 
by itself ” 

This view, however, we fail to comprehend Because it is necessary'' to 
explain from what resource arises the conviction regarding the said Probans 
itself m the shape of similarity that is not confused — If it be said that — 
“ it is obtained through repetition ”, — then, it means that through repetition, 
it is possible to cognise unconfused similarity, which is common to homoge- 
neous things, and which serves to differentiate heterogeneous things, — because 
there are no grounds for wrong cognition If that is so, then whence the 
hostility to validity itself, — -whereby its cognition is denied, even when there 
are no grounds for wrong cognition ’ 

Further, what is this ‘ similarity ’ that is cognised ? If it consists in 
‘ being of the form of cognition ’, — this is present in wrong cognition also , 
lienee the Season becomes ‘ inconclusive ’ — If it consists in ‘ appearing in 
the red form ’ (in the ease of the bunch of Ashoka- blossoms and Fire ), — 
this is present m the blossoms also , hence the Keason becomes ‘ false ’ — 
If it consists in ‘ producing the effect of Fire ’, — then it has to be explained, 
how this character is ascertained.- — -If for the proving of this, another In- 
ferential Indicative is sought for, then there is infinite regress — It 
might be argued that — ” the similarity is cognised by itself, even without the 
help of the Inferential Indicative, by direct Perception, through repetition ” 
But m that case, if repetition is admitted to possess such capacity, — then 
why is it not admitted that certainty regarding the capacity (of Cognitions 
and things) also can come without the help of Inferential Indicatives f — 
Then again, if it has been established that it is the effect of the cognition, 
then it is absolutely futile to follow up the Invariable Concomitance , as the 
recognition of 'being the eSeot of the Cognition’ would itself, like the In- 
ferential Cognition, prove the capacity of getting at its objective (in the 
shape of fruitful activity) That is to say. Inferential Cognition is brought 
about through the perception of the Probans as concomitant with the thing 
concerned, and thereby it becomes cognised as brought about, mdirectlv, 
ky that thing , and it is on this ground that it is regarded as valid by itself, — 
and not through similarity , as otherwise, there would be an Infinite Regress , 
—in the same manner, m the case in question, the validity of the cognition 
would be self-sufficient by itself Because, in a case where, even when it is 

0" n with certainty that the Probans resides in the ‘ Subject the cogm- 
lon of the Probandum does not come about , — and m such a case the 
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investigator Mould seek for the concomitance of the Iinbnns m a Orrob - 
tive Instance , o g m the ease of * being nn effect ’ nmi non t i* rn ite \ ' 
— au the case in question, lionet er, the capautv of the cognition to g- t nt r 
objective is proved by the fact of that being its effect and hence non • 

from it , consequently, similarity cannot serve as nn Indicative, m tin e,v 

Says the Opponent — "If that is so, then how i« it that your It v ‘tv r 
has made the following assertion in reference to the Materialist — ‘Whin 
the Materialist says that Perception is the only Means of Cognition, and 
Inference is not so, — and finds that nlnlo «omo particular perceptions n-e hi 
consonance with the reality of things, while others nre not so, the nrie -nrj 
defimtion could be so propounded only on the basis of Invariable Concomtt 
nnce, — foi the benefit of a person who would regulatohrs activity in accordant e 
with this definition , and the dofimtton thus propounded on the bn -is m 
similarity to what has been seen cannot escape from nomc muih thing 
inferred ’ ” 

This does not atloct us This assertion has been made bv our 1 etcher 
with reference to those cognitions of tmnpprchended things wliirh appear in 
one’s own ‘ chain ’ as well ns in tlio ‘ chain ’ of others , that this is so is clear 
from the subsequent qualifying clause — ‘ apart from the cognitions .«» 
apprehended things ’ If it wore not so, if valulitv in nil cases were to i»- 
ascertained through similarity, then the quolifjing exception ■apart from 
the cognitions of apprehended things ’ would ho meaningless 

Prom all this it follows that that cognition, which appears as having all 
grounds of mistake dispelled bv repetition, is solt-sufiicient in us valut.lv ~ 

(2060) 


It has been argued by the Mimdtnsala, under Text -8j 4, that 
os the first cognition would need corroboration by the ■mrond cognition, 
should we seekior the corroboration of that corroborative cognition aim 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2070-2072). 

If no difference is perceived,— then’, on ; accot - vr ^ 

PICION OF THE THING BEING OTHEBW.SE THAN CO ^ ^ ^ 

BE NO CERTAINTY BEGUtDINO VAMDITi, • ' t ,, , 

NITXON ENVISAGING THE RFSEI-TAKT ^ 

EVEN THOUGH the V AUDITS’ MAT BT V * « T 

BE ASCERTAINED .ITISBECOGNISmv OMA J 

COGNITION OF -^^^—ATtOV , AND - 

THAT THE /HSl COGVmON ^ ^ ^ ^ fla 

SAME REASON IT IS -OT . , _f «.70 .J'<72) 

tion or THE cor.nonoitATiv r c no mo 

f OMMFVf \HY. 

V .v. Valid- »v has le- n appfd e-.d.d, tier.- ■** ’ 

Even in case vhrre A - f , „[ ite-< .u i 

oertamty regarding U.V> cause o! the P- 



EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF ‘ SELF-SUFFICIENT VALIDITY’ 1333 


and m such cases, the Validity is ascertained only extraneously, tlirougli the 
cognition of the resultant activity , and what is desired by the man having 
been secured by this, there is no need for further corroboration by another 
corroborative cognition ; as there is in the case of the initial cognition. — 
(2970-2972} 

It lias been argued by the Mimamsaha, under Text 2855, that — “ if the 
Validity of some cognition be held to be self-sufficient, why should there be 
hostility to the same being the case with the initial cognition 7 ” 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (2973). 


Of the second cognition, the validity is self-sufficient, because 

THERE ARE NO CAUSES FOB MISAPPREHENSION , IN THE CASE OF 
THE FIRST COGNITION, HOWEVER, THERE IS HOSTILITY 
TOWARDS ITS SELF- VALIDITY, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE POSSIBILITY OF MISAPPREHENSION 

—(2973) 


COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent — “ That cognition, — which is concomitant with the 
suspicion of invalidity, and hence in regard to which there is no certainty 
regarding ite capacity to get at its objective.— would be like Inference and 
hence not vahd Because, m the case of Inference, when there is doubt 
regarding the invariable concomitance of the objective, no validity attaches 
to it , in the same manner Perceptions also would be not vahd ". 

This does not affect our position Because when Perception is regarded 
as vahd, it is not because it represents itself as invariably concomitant with 
its objective, like Inference but only as tending to the envisaging (or 
ideating) of the objective Because it is called ' valid when it presents the 
desired object to the man seeking for effective action , and this presentation 
of the object is not done either by carrying the man to the place where the 
Object lies, or by carrying the object to the place where the man is , it is 
done by prompting the man to activity Nor does it prompt the man to 
activity by taking hold of las hand , it does it by showing the objective 
° t > ot activity and this Sfiowmyof the objective is nothingbut the cognition 
of the object figuring m the Perception —In a case where there is doubt, 
there also there certainly is cognition of the object figuring m the Perception ; 
it there were no cognition of it, it could not figure in the doubt at aU. As 
e functioning of the Perception would be complete by tins much,— if there 
„ ubt Iater on - re 8«dmg the invariable concomitance of the object (with 
e erception), this doubt could not prevent tho functioning of the Per- 
" tb . at !T n ^ ea there iB thls d °«ht, the validity of the Percept.on 
idea nf t C ^ erc8 P tl0n > however, which appears as beset by the 

e c th« v 0ITO f° ntrary t0 the °V ct figuring in the Perception, is not vahd • 
•E e Perception of tho Mirage beset by the idea of Water, and the reason 
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for this lies in. the fact that the aforesaid functioning of the Perception does 
not take place Similarly when there is cognition of the yellow colour in 
the Conch-shell, or that of the gem m the light radiating from it,— ell this 
cognition is clearly invalid; as m both these eases, the cognition is not in 
accordance with the real state of the things concerned 

The apprehension or non-apprehension of the Perception is due to what 
actually figures in it, — it is not due to mere conformity with the real stato 
of things In the cases just cited, the thing that actunllv figures in the 
cognition is not as it really exists at the particular time and place , in fact tlio 
time and place are not the same at all , as time and place also make a difference 
in the nature of things , if it were not so, there would be an end to all notions 
of difference 

As for Inference, on the other hand, as it is by its very nature, conceptual, 
it envisages generalities, — and hence the idea of what forms its object cannot 
be determined by what actually figures m the cognition , because the object 
(m the form of generalities) cannot figure in the oogmtion , its object therefore 
can be determined only by the conviction (certainty) that it produces , as lins 
been thus declared—' The form that is not determined by convictions,— how 
can. that form the objective of those cognitions ? ’ — Thus it is that though 
Inference is devoid of the actual appearance of the object, yet it is brought 
about by the inference of the perception of things that are invariably con- 
comitant, and hence becomes indirectly tied down to the object , and it is 
on this that its validity is based. Hence in this case, certainty regarding the 
invariable concomitance is essential , as otherwise. Inference could not come 

ah0 'For them reasons. Perception cannot be regarded as standing on tlio 
ea me footing as Inference (2973) 


In the following Text, the other party urges that-" if 
Cognitions depends upon extraneous causes, there is mutual 

dependence".- ^ (297 4>. 

« It the vaiidity of the cognition is sot ascertain™, 

Activity * Because what is wanted is not coo- 
fOQ741 


COMMENTARY 

. c , „ Verv oase it is necessary that Iho sane msn 
As a matter of fact, ra every hlg cog „jtion, and then hair 

should have the conviction of th ^hd y ^ ^ „ horl tJlI , actmtj 

recourse to activity o owm conviction of the validity of the cogni- 

is there, then alone can ^dependence -Thus then, the sane man 

to any activity ?— {29 1 4) 
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TEST (2975) 

OUR ANSWER TO THE ABOVE IS AS FOLLOWS . — It IS THROUGH THE doubt- 
ful Cognition itself that the clever man has recourse 

TO ACTIVITY ; AND THIS DOES NOT DETRACT FROM HIS 
CLEVERNESS — (2975) 

COMMENTARY. 

Activity is of two lands — (a) tending to fruitful activity, and (6) tending 
to the ascertainment of validity — As regards the former, it has been already 
explained how that activity is possible, even when there is Doubt ; and the 
reason for this lies in the fact that Sense-perception prompts man to activity 
by the mere Cognition of the thing envisaged by it , and such activity does not 
detract from the cleverness of the man ; because m the case of agnculturists, 
activity is found, even though the issue m the matter is doubtful This is 
what is meant by the Text — It will not be right to assert that — “ agricul- 
turists are regarded as intelligent agents only because they have recourse to 
activity only when they are sure regarding the efficacy of the measures 
adopted by them ’’.—Because the Measures are always dependent upon the 
nature of what is meant to he obtained through them ; and hence, if there 
is no certainty regarding the End, there can bB none regarding the Means 
(or Measures) — (2975) 


The following Text proceeds to point out that the second kind of activity 

(that tending to the ascertainment of validity) is all the more proper, 

whore there is Doubt regarding validity . — - 


TEXT (2976). 

It IS BECAUSE OF THE Man HAVING ACTED ON THE BASIS OF A DOUBT, IN 
REGARD TO THE ASCERTAINMENT OF VALIDITY,— THAT ITS BEING THE 

proper Means can be ascertained , so that there is this 
EVEN WHEN THERE IS DOUBT — (2976) 


COMMENTARY. 


a doubtful ga . I ' d „ t0 t] ‘° nsoertaln ment of validity, the man acts through 
ldea '“ nd th8reb y b ° ascertains the fact of the thing being the 

regard to that m ” 6 “ 18 ° n5y right thot there should be activity in 
egnrd to that Means, even when there is Doubt.— (2976) 


Qtiw/ion How is tho fact of its being the Means ascertained 7 ” 
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TEXTS (2977-2979) 

When I have recourse to ACTiviTy os the basis or a boi-btfix 
Cognition, — it I succeed ts obtaining the fruit or that 

ACTIVITY - , THEN CERTAISTY REGARDING THE VAUDITY OF THAT COG- 
NITION WOULD BE AUTOMATICALLY APPREHENDED, IT CASSOT BE 
ASCERTAINED IK AXY OTHER WAY. — XoR CAS IT BE REASONABLE 
TO RAISE THE QUESTION AS TO ‘ HOW THE MAX HAS RECOURSE TO THE 

said Means \ For the simple reasok that there is xo other 
WAY ava ilab le As a matter of fact without the Jfcans, xo 
OXE CAN GET AT THE End —THUS, EYEX WHEN ACTIXG OX THE 
BASIS OF A DOUBTFUL COGXITIOX, THE MAX DOES XOT LOSE HIS 
CHARACTER OF BEIXG A Sane, PERSOX. — (2977-2979) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘Acting on the basts of a doubtful Cognition 1 ; le having recourse to 
activity, through a mere suspicion that his Cognition may be valid and right. 
The rest is easily understood ; hence it is not explained in detni 

2977-2979) 


In the following Text, the other party proceeds to 
of validity being ascertained by means of the Cognition 
Inconclusive ’—and thereby to support his contention 


show that the idea 
of effective action is 
that there is mutual 


interdependence . — 


TEXT (29S0) 

‘As a matter of fact, Cognition envisaging effeciivx achon is 
present zx Dreams also ; and yet, on that acco . , 

HOT VALID ;-NOR IS ITS SOURCE, THE FORMER CoG- 
NITION, valid ”—(2980) 


COMMENTARY. 


■ Its source, the former Cogndwn °‘ '****' 

_this should be construed with « not raM SO, 


The answer to 


the above is as follow 5 — 



EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF 1 SELF-SUFFICIENT VALIDITY’ 1337 


TEXTS (2981-2982). 

It cannot be so , because the whole of that state is illusory. 

HAVING NO BASIS IN THE EXTERNAL WORLD , — HENCE IN THOSE STATES, 
THERE CAN BE NO CONFORMITY WITH EXTERNAL OBJECTS , — 

ALL THESE ARE KNOWN IN THEIR OWN FORMS, NOT DIFFERING, 

IN THIS, FROM THE MlND AND THE MENTAL STATES 

This is the reason why the difference 

BETWEEN THE TWO STATES IS CLEARLY 

perceived — (2981-2982) 


COMMENTARY 


If what lias been urged is against the Buddhist who accepts the reality 
of the external world, then the Reason adduced is * inadmissible * ; this is 
what is meant by the first two lines 

What is meant is that the said upholder of the external world admits 
the validity of Cognitions to be based upon conformity to the real state of 
things, — -and not upon conformity to the Cognition of effective action , — 
m the case of dreams, there can he no conformity to the real state of things , 
because all parties ore agreed on the point that the entire dream-state is 
illusory , hence m that state all the Cognitions that appear are without 
objects, hence they are objectless Thus then, as the conditions of validity 
can be applicable to Cognitions of the wakmg state only, it is not right to 
urge the mconclusiveness * (or falsity) of our Reason on the basis of Dream- 
Cognition —This is what is meant by the Text 

Further, the Cognition of effective action * that appears during dreams 
is one that lias never appeared before,— it is fleeting,— and confused ; while 
the reverse of it is the ease with similar Cognition during the waking state , 
how then can the validity of this latter be doubtful in view of what happens 
in the former 5 " 


If, on the other hand, what has been urged is against the YogSdiara 
(Idealist), then it has no hearing upon the case in question Because it is 
or t 10 practical man (from the practical point of new) that Valid Cogmixon 
has been defined os * Cognition in conformity with the real state of things • ; 
-and m tins connection, 'conformity* can consist only m the Cognition 

Znl 8 °?rr t,0n * 83 lt 15 ° nly when thls Iatter haa appeared that 
^at neoXh CoEn,t ‘ 011 m <I uesho “ « * valid > , and it is for th^ purpose 

on L £ T rCC ° Ur8C t0 aCt ‘" ty to ' rards th «gs This practical Cogm- 
mn can ho only one appearing during the wakmg state ; because it is only 
actmt.es during this state that are regarded by people « real; never those 

rrir? Tbm th ° n > s ° ^ ■■ ■ ^ ng cogmin * 

z"t uon ’ ? ere conwo ‘ ~ 

ags 1 ’) " V ™ W ° f hot ha PP ens during dreams,— (2981- 
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TEXT (2983) 

The hollowing might be urged — “ It being ascertained that its 

VALIDITY IS DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES, THE Cognition SHOULD 
BE REGARDED AS ‘ COGNISED ’ ” — THERE IS NO IN- 
CONGRUITY IN THIS — (2983) 

COMMENTARY 

The following might be urgod — “ The validity of all Cognitions being 
equally due to extraneous causes, why should there he this distinction ! 
And under these circumstances, the Cognition itself beeomos the object cog- 
nised, which is extremoly incongruous ” 

This is the objection urged by the Opponent The answer to this is 
that — ‘ there ts no incongruity in this ’ , — 1 addh this - — There is no incon- 
gruity in this, as ‘ cognition * and 1 cognised ’ are relative terms like 1 cause * 
and * effect and ‘ Father ’ and ‘ Son ’ — (2983) 

Tile same idea is further explained — 


TEXTS (2984-298S) 

The validity of the Cognition is always asserted in reference 

TO THE THING APPREHENDED BY IT , AND THIS VALIDITY BEING 
APPREHENDED BY ANOTHER COGNITION, THE FORMER COGNITION 
DOES BECOME ‘ COGNISED ’ -AND THEBE IS NO INCON- 
GRUITY IN THIS, AS THE NOTIONS OF ‘COGNITION 
AND COGNISED ' ARE BASED UPON RELATIVITY, 

AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ CAUSE AND EFFECT AND 

the like * — (2984-2985) 


COMMENTARY 

When a certain thing is apprehended by a Cognition 
itself does not become the ‘ cognised • in relation to itself . m .Ma to 
the other Cognition that asserts its validity, it becomes the ( 
and is not a > Cognition 1 , hence there is no mro)atlon 

just as one and the same thing, spoken o as , _ (2 984 2985) 

to different things, does not make an undue admixture f 


The following Text sums up the argument 
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TEXT (2986) 

Thus, it is established that the idea of validity, being ascer- 
tained THROUGH THE COGNITION OF EFFECTIVE ACTION, DOES NOT 

involve Infinite Regress , as all further need has 
ceased — (2B86) 


COMMENTARY. 


' As all further need, has ceased ’ , — ‘ PardL&nlqa ' is to be treated as 
a Kannadharaya compound , ‘para ' — ‘ another ‘ further ’• — being a quali- 
fication for ‘ ahanh^S ’ — * need — Or it may be taken as Tatpurusa — 
1 need for another ’ — i e anything other than conformity to the reality ; — 
because all such need has ceased 

Further, when it is said that ‘ Cognition in conformity with reality is 
valid ’, — it provides the definition (peculiar characteristic) of that Cognition 
which brings about tlie result m the shape of the Cognition of effective action. 
This definition is not. applicable to the Cognition of the result itself , under 
the circumstances, how could there be any room for tlie objection that this 
Cognition also should be regarded as valid ? For instance, when the Seed 
is defined as the cause of the Sprout, — do tlie wise ones raise the question 
that the Sprout also should he regarded as the Seed T What happens m this 
case is that the fact of the Seed being the ' cause of the Sprout ’ is cognised 
only v hen one sees the Sprout (rising from it), in the same manner, the 
Cognition is cognised as ‘ valid * only when its result in the shape of effective 
action is perceived ; and this result is not apprehended by another Cognition , 
only if it did, would there be an Infinite Regress. Because the Cognition of 
the result, which is in the shape of Cognition, is cognised by itself (not by 
another Cognition) , and there can be no mistake or illusion in the Cognition 
m regard to itself , because if there were any uncertainty regarding it, the 
Cognition of itself could not come about at all Thus there is nothing in 
what has been urged by the other party — (2986) 


Now, the Opponent urges, in Text 2987, the objection that— “ in the 
event of the validity of Cognitions being ascertained through the perfection 

“ “T* v ler6 W0Uld bS arLlafilUt<i ” ;~and this objection 

is answered in the subsequent Texts 2988-2990 . 


TEXTS (2987-2990) 

" WIrEX ™ COGNITION has comb about, its validity is not 
tvn!r AIKED t5STIL ^ perfection of its source has been 
I»CT vmv S R ED E \ AK0THEIi Cognition [so that there is an 
this is ^r ESS] The answer of the wise ones to 

«\iDvm.rrr THERB CAN BE NO Infinite Regress, because the 
OF pnvpfi TI0X ° F THE S0UECE IS APPREHENDED BY THE COGNITION 
- ORMHY, WHICH IS NOT DEPENDENT UTON ANYTHING ELSE; 
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AS THE CONFORMITT OF THE RESULT IS PERCEIVED WHEN - THE OBJECT 
IS HEAR BT , AND FROM THAT FOLLOWS THE COGNITION OF THE PER- 
FECTION OF THE SOURCES {OF THE COGNITION) WITHOUT ANY EFFORT 

In the case where the object is not in close proximity, the 
Cognition arising from it must be valid, because it has been 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY IT (THE PERFECT CAUSE), — JUST LIKE THE 

Cognition apprehending the object which is in close proxi- 
mity (to the observer). — (2987-2990) 


COMMENTARY 

There are two kinds of Cognition — one envisaging the object, near the 
observer, and the other envisaging the object remote from him As regards 
the former, its validity is ascertained, not bv the recognition of the perfec- 
tion of its cause, but from the Cognition of its boing m conformity to 
effective activity. Because, m this ease, the Cognition of the perfection 
of its sources is not possible, until its truth is recognised through its 
conformity to eSeetive action ; and when its truth has been recognised, if the 
Cognition of the perfection of its sources comes later on, it can serve no useful 

purpose . 

As regards the Cognition envisaging remote things, its validity can be 
ascertained through the Cognition of the perfection of its .sources , -this is 
what is pointed out m the sentence-* In t*e case ■where the object is not™ 
close proT.hmtu, etc. etc ’-For instance, the validity of the ° f 

aoWcn concJM which is far remote from the ohsen er, can he _ 
onlv from the fact of its being brought about by it,—, e b ' E * 

observer -this particular CogmUon ^ bro , lgW by perfect 

7i — — upon the nature of the things con- 

cerned — (2987—2990) 

„„f. -The Reason adduced in this argument is* mnd- 
Says the Opponent The Reason < ^ bo recognised without 

jmssible ’ ; because the * perfection of because the Sense-organs 

■conformity with the real state of the reach of the 

(which axe the cause of Cognitions) are „ . is needed — 


* axe the cause of Cognitions) are tnem needed, that 

. . and when * conformity with the real stateof th, of 


senses . and when coniornn . so that the recognition ol tiic 

m itself constitutes wel -ascerta. ^ M lt would come after 

perfection of the cause’ would argu ed that-‘At times, 
Sie vahdity has become » 0SB “ v on e would find that it is m con- 

frere the Cognition of the ^f ^^’he would know that the source of 

fortuity with effective action and fr th^ conclude that the Copution 

- - - — ' *>-• ““ ’ ‘ 
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lie may not be cognisant with the fact of its being in conformity with eSeetive 
action, and yet, m course of time, he would become assured of the perfection 
of the source of the Cognition, and then secure certainty regarding its 
validity ’ —But this cannot be right Because things being momentary 
and perishable, their activity cannot be always of one and the same 
form , because, as the result of the influence of a succession of causal 
conditions, they would be acquiring diverse potencies ” 

Anticipating all this, the Author supplies the following answer . — 


TEXTS (2991-2993) 

In regard to the conch-shell before one eyes, when it is found 

THAT THE EFFECTIVE ACTION RESULTING FROM ITS COGNITION IS ONE 
THAT CAN BE PRODUCED BY THE while object, IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT 

the Cognition of the while conch-shell is not one produced 

BY EYES AFFECTED BY JAUNDICE THE PURITY (PERFECTION) OF 
THE CAUSE HAVING BECOME THUS RECOGNISED, IF, AT THE SAME 
TIME, THERE SHOULD ARISE THE COGNITION OF THE yello/W COLOUR 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE CONCH-SHELL MADE OF GOLD, — AS THAT 
ALSO WOULD HAVE BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT BY FLAWLESS CAUSES, 
THERE WOULD BE CERTAINTY REGARDING THE VALIDITY OF THAT 

Cognition, — just as in that of the Cognition of the white 

COLOUR IN CONNECTION WITH THE WHITE CONCH-SHELL, WHICH HAS 
LED TO EFFECTIVE ACTION (2991-2993) 

COMMENTARY 

What is meant by this is as follows — We do not mean that, m the 
case of the Cognition of the remote object, appearing at some other time, — 
its validity is ascertained through the perfection of its source ; — if this were 
our opinion, then alone could our Reason be ‘ inadmissible ’, on account of 
the possibility of fresh potencies appearing under the influence of successive 
causal conditions , — what we do mean is that, m the case of the Cognition of 
the whito conch-shell near us, at the same time that we have the certainty 
regarding the flavlessness of the cause brought about by the securing of the 
effect duo to the white colour, — there appears the Cognition of the yellow 
colour m the golden conrh-sliell lying far away from us, — it is concluded 
flint ns the perceptive cause has been Sound to be flawless, the said Cognition 
oi the yellow colour must be valid, true —It is not possible that the 
source of Cognition should hnvo become changed at the same time; a« in that 
caso, there would be no conformity of the Cognition of the proximate object 
with effective action — ( 2091 - 2993 ) 


The following Text proceeds to show that what Iibs been just said should 
bo quite acceptable to the Slmamsalas — 
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TEXT (2994) 

The Author of the BhSsya also has said the same thing by the 

MENTION OF THE ATTACK OF HUNGER, ETC , HENCE IT IS THROUGH 
SHEER DELUSION THAT THE INFINITE REGRESS HAS 
BEEN URGED — (2994) 

COMMENTARY 

Tliis shows that the Sfimamsala's proposition involves self-contradiction 
also For instance, the Author of the Bha$ya ( Shabaro ) has declared os follows 
(Sii I 1 5, p 8) — “ When the Mind or the Sense-organ becomes beset with 
hunger, etc , — or when the external object is beset with smallness, etc., — 
then the Cognition turns out to be wrong ; when they are not so beset, the 
Cognition is nght , because the contact of the Sense-organ — Mind — and object 
is the cause of Cognition. , when this contact is not present, there can be no 
Cognition , hence any defect m the said contact becomes the cause of wrong 
Cognition , — when the three factors are defective, the resultant Cognition is 
wrong , as is clear from the fact, that on the removal of the defect, the 
correct Cognition is secured — -If it is asked — ‘ how can it be known that the 
cause is defective ’ % the answer is that, if, on careful scrutiny, no defect is 
discovered, then there being no ground for asserting that there is defect, we 

conclude that the cause is free from defect ” 

In tins passage, the Author of the Bhdsya has dearly stated that the 
validity of the Cognition is ascertained from the recognition of the flawless- 
ness of the cause If this uere not meant, then what would be the sense o 
the phrase 1 on careful scrutiny v 

Thus this gees agamst the assertion that the validity of Cognitions is 
self-sufficient — (2094) 

has been explained before , now the Autho p 
to the Cognition of perfection 

TEXT (2995) 

OF THE Tms IS THE YOINT IN WHICH 

BY DEFECTIVE CAUSES I-Hio id 

the ‘ Cognition of perfection has been 
regarded as superior —(2995) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Manata ’—validity nbiect, itself It is called * initial ’ 
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• Tat ’ — therefore — (2995) 

The following Text shows tho faultlessness of the activity : — 


TEXT (2996) 

Thus the perfection of the cause being ascertained through 
the Cognition of effective action, — in a case where 

THERE IS NO EFFECTIVE ACTION AT ALL, THE FUNCTION- 
ING CANNOT BE DEPRECATED — (2996) 

COMMENTARY 

* Akrlarlha, etr ' — that which has not performed any effective action 

* Atachyd ’ — not to bo deprecated. 

The idea is that it is so, because it i° preceded by the ascertainment of 
validity. — (2996) 

It has been asserted by the Mimcimsala, in Text 2862, that — “ Validity 
must be regarded as inherent in all Cogmttons as a general rule, etc etc." 

Tile answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (2997-2999) 


If self-validity of Cognitions is the general rule, and it is dis- 
carded WHEN THERE IS EITHER AN ANNULMENT OF IT OR THE COGNI- 
TION OF ITS SOURCES BEING DEFECTIVE.— THEN VALIDITY BECOMES 
REALLY DUE TO THE ABSENCE OF ANNULMENT AND ABSENCE OF THE 

Cognition of the source being defective ; and for you thus 

THE CERTAINTY REGARDING VALIDITY IS DUE TO EXTRANEOUS 

causes Because the said ' absence ’ is a negative Cognition, 
which IS essentially different from the other form of 
positive Cognition, -this other form being ‘ Non- apprehen- 
sion ACCORDING TO YOU, AND ' INFERENCE’ ACCORDING TO US 

(2997-2999) 

COMMENTARY. 


otheJhLf? '“f repr ° duce the 0 P uu<m of the other party, and the 
other lines state the objection against that opinion 

the. 1 6 ? 06mtlOn o£ etc. discards tho Validity, then it means 

thc nnmZeT VaM,ty ,S due to the ^sence of the Cognition of 

to the Cognition raenn that rt 1S due to °° uses extraneous 

» c ° e “*r ■»«•»»—» • 

(2997-2999) “ ’ and IS not « distinct form of Cognition — 
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'Further, tho gold general role and its exception being ‘ conceptual’,— 
inasmuch ns they pertain to Words and their meaning,— would be always 
uncertain (flexible) , hence they have no room in a discussion regarding t.he 
nature of entities , because all tilings are restricted within the limits of their 
on n nature, and as such do not admit of the nature of other things Hence 
Hlien von put forward the general rule and its exception m this connection, 
it shows that von nro ignorant of the real objective of Rules and Exceptions 
For instance, in accordance with the reasoning propounded by yourself » 
general rule and exception, contrary to those put forward by you, can be 
conceived — This is ulmt is pointed out in the following — 


TEXTS (3000-3001) 

BV THIS SAME REASONING (THAT YOU HAVE PUT FORWARD) THE Invalidity 

Aitso of Cognitions may be proved to be inherent in them, 

AS THE SAME MAY BE ASSERTED IN SUPPORT OF IT AS FOLLOWS 
— 'Therefore self-invalidity of Cognitions is the 
GENERAL RULE, AND IT IS DISCARDED WHEN THERE 
IS EITHER ABSENCE OF ANNULMENT, OR AB- 
SENCE of the Cognition of its source 
BEING DEFECTIVE ’ — (3000-3001) 


COMMENTARY 

Rumania lias declared as follows For these reasons the Validity of 
the Cognition must he taken as following from its being ofthenatureef 
apprehension and it can be discarded by the Cogmtmn of the fact ofthe 
real object cognised being really unlike whatfigures.nthe Coition, and by 
the Cognition of defects in its cause .—{ShlolamrtiLa, 11 - ' , T 

Tim following Texts show that the same may be said regard g 

v ahditv ’ also — 

TEXTS (3002-3003) 

awn**!*. ".IT™ 0 

„„„ m «™ 

CARDED BY THE COGNTnONOF COGNITION OF 

THE HEAL NATURE OF THINGS „ DCE T0 

efficiency of its source * BE IjfFIKEn . Regress , 

EXTRANEOUS CAUSES, THERE _L_ V A TTp Cogni- 

because it could be dependent 

TMN, AND THIS IS ITSELF UNSTABLE (3002-300a 

COMMENTARY. 

An ‘o’ *»uia he read before m corfOT mity with the real 

‘ y ' » Cognition of the efficiency of the 

***** tSZ two terras form a Copulative Compound. 
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It has been argued (by the Mimamsaka) under Text 2863, that — “If 
vt is due to extraneous causes, then there is no Infinite Kegress, because it 
would be dependent upon Validity and this is there all right ” — The answer 
to this is — ‘If Invalidity were due, etc' — ‘ Slat ’ stands for Invalidity, — 
‘lot ', for the Valid Cognition — (3002-3003) 


Question — “Why is it unstable, not firmly established ? ” 
Answer — 


TEXTS (3004-3005) 

Bob instance, you assert 1 Validity ’ on the ground of the absence 
of sublating Cognition , and * absence of sublation ’ also 

IS HELD TO BE A DISTINCT FORM OF COGNITION, NAMED 
' NON- APPREHENSION 1 , — SO THAT THE VALIDITY OF THIS 
LATTER ALSO IS ASSERTED ON THE GROUND OF THE 
ABSENCE OF SUBLATING COGNITION , AND THIS 
PROCESS PROCEEDING ON AND ON, THERE CAN 
BE NO RESTING GROUND (STABILITY). 

—(3004-3005) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued (by the Mimamsaka), under Text 2866, that — “ The 
suhlating Cognition consists in the conviction that the thing cognised is 
otherwise than as cognised ; and this conviction, being self-sufficient, sets 
aade the preceding Cognition 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (3006) 

Because the fact of the validity of the sublating Cognition 
being self-sufficient has not been proved, therefore it 

CANNOT SET ASIDE THE PRECEDING COGNITION —(3008) 
COMMENTARY. 

As the form of Cognition called ' Non-apprehension ’ is always dependent 
apon something else, its validity cannot be regarded as proved. — (3006) 

The following Text proceeds to confirm the view that the Opponent’s 
View xn\ olves on Infinite Kegress — 
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TEXT (3007) 

absence op Is K0 

-BEE BE Hos™ ~ 

Cognition « — (3007) 

COMMENTARY 

,. » «- . — — >ta 

0, a. m« oZZT^l^T^ "* .» II. 

of sublatwn , and m this wn’v alir^ ^ dependeDCS »P°n <** 
( 3007 ) ay, all Cognitions would bo equally valid — 

=S?~5=S=S~= 

Thl'nns • but that ' suspicion ceases after very little effort " 

J he answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (3008-3009). 

If the sublating Cognition sets aside the preoeding Cognition 

BECAUSE ITS VALIDITY IS SELF-SUFMCIENT,-~WHY SHOULD THE ns ’ 
ABISE ANY SUSPICION REGARDING IT * WSAT COULD BE SUS- 
PECTED WOULD BE THE POSSIBILITY OF ANOTHER SUBLATING 

Cognition with self-sufficient validity , but such 
A suspicion would be self-contradictory, and 

COULD NEVER ARISE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS 
BEEN DULY ASCERTAINED —(3008-3009) 

COMMENTARY 

If the sublating Cognition is one of which the validity is not dependent 
upon anything else, — then, how could there arise any suspicion regarding its 
sublation, — m view of which it is said that ‘ there may be need for another 
sublating Cognition ’ 7 Hence there is clear self-contradiction — involved 
in the statements that * the validity of the sublating Cognition is self-suffi- 
cient ’ and that ‘ its sublation is suspected ’ — Because what is meant by 
‘ independence ’, * self-sufficiency ’, is that it has become an object of fir® 
conviction , and as a matter of fact, where there is firm conviction, any 
suspicion regarding it is absolutely impossible Because as between ‘ cer- 
tainty ’ and ‘ uncertainty ’, one always sets aside the other , and * suspicion ’, 
as envisaging both ends, operates m the manner of ‘ uncertainty ’, * doubt 1 
-(3008-3009) 
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EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF 

It has been argued (by the A limdmsala) under Text 2869, that— “If, 
even after due effort at seeking for it, no other sublating Cognition is found,— 
on account of there being no basis for it,— then no Cognition sublative of the 
first Cognition would be found, etc etc 
The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXTS (3010-3017) 

Under the theory of the self- validity of Cognitions, the validity 

BEING ASCERTAINED BY ITSELF, WHY SHOULD AN EFFORT BE MADE 
TO PROVE THE EXIS TENCE OF A SUBLATING COGNITION *— BECAUSE, 
WHEN THE VALIDITY OF A COGNITION IS NOT DEFINITELY COGNISED 
BY ITSELF, ITS SUBLATING COGNITION IS GOT AT WITHOUT EFFORT 

Thus, why should there be said to be * three Cognitions 1 fob 

THE INVESTIGATOR I In FACT THERE IS NOT ROOM FOR A SINGLE 
ONE ; THE CONVICTION REGARDING IT HAVING COME ABOUT BY ITSELF. 

1T be HELD THAT — “ EVEN WHEN NO SUBLATING COGNITION IS 

ACTUALLY FOUND, THERE ARISES SUSPICION DUE TO DOUBT ; BECAUSE 
'i ' hk non-apprehension OF sublating Cognition is not always 
CONCOMITANT WITH ITS ABSENCE ’’ , — THEN, UNDER THE CIRCUM- 
STANCES, WHY HAVE YOU BECOME SATISFIED WITH ONLY three (COG- 
NITIONS) 5 Because, as before, even when the sublating 
Cognition is not there, its presence could always be sus- 
pected, AND THIS SUSPICION OF SUBLATION COULD NOT CEASE 
UNTIL ONE MET WITH CONFORMITY TO EFFECTIVE ACTION , HENCE 
THE RESTRICTION TO three ONLY IS ENTIRELY FUTILE — THUS THEN, 
EVEN IN A CASE WHERE NO SUBLATION HAS ACTUALLY APPEARED, ITS 
PRESENCE OAN ALWAYS BE SUSPECTED , SPECIALLY AS CASUISTRY CAN 
NEVER LEAD TO THE ASCERTAINMENT OF TRUTH. — EVEN THOUGH A 
MAN MAY HAVE HAD THE UNSUBLATED COGNITION OF THE CONCH- 
SHELL AS yellow, THROUGHOUT HIS LIFE, — SUCH COGNITION CAN 
NEVER BECOME VALID. — (3010-3017) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Validity 13 ascertained by itsBlf, then Validity being invariably con- 
comitant with conviction, — where there is no conviction, there, by implica- 
tion, would be Invalidity ; so that the presence of its sublating Cognition 
becomes secured without any effort , hence any effort to prove the existence 
of the said sublating Cognition would be futile So that there is no room 
for even a single Cognition on the part of the investigator ; wliat to soy of 
three 1 Hence when it is said that ‘ the Cognition of the investigator does 
not proceed beyond three ’, it is something entirely irrelevant This is what 
is pointed out in the Text beginning with the word ‘ Atah ' (Text 3012) 

Tlio following might be urged — “ The absence of the sublating Cognition 
cannot bo ascertained by mere non-apprehension of it ; because even when a 
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thing is existent, it is not apprehended if it happens to be remote, or verj 
small, or hidden ; so that non-existence is not invariably concomitant with 
non-apprehension ; hence it is that effort is made for proving that there is 
no sublating Cognition 

If that is so, then please give up the idea of any such restriction as that 
* the investigator should have only three Cognitions " , because, as in the 
case of the first Cognition, so in all other Cognitions, the presence of snblation 
would be suspected ; until the Cognition of the fruit (result) of the Cognition 
has appeared, — how can the suspicion of sublation be prevented, in view of 
which, there could be the restriction of the number of Cognitions to three 
only 1 Unless there is proof for it, mere proclamation eannot bong about 
the cessation of suspicion in the minds of intelligent men Because the 
whole investigation regarding Cognitions proceeds on the basis of real things ; 
and what has been started is not mere Casuistry, whereby only a few 
Cognitions are examined. 

If the validity of Cognitions rested upon the limitation of the investigation 
to three Cognitions only, — then in the case of men who have suffered from the 
jaundiced eye throughout their life, as the conch-shell is always cognised as 
yettow , — that Cognition would be quite valid. — (3010-3017) 


The following question might be raised .—If the Cognition is invalid, 
how is it that the sublation of it does not appear after the investigation of the 
three Cognitions ’-The answer may he that, because it does not appear, 
therefore it is concluded that it does not exist— The answer to this is as 

follows : — 


TEXT ( 3018 ). 

- — r “ rr— 1 r 

BECAUSE THE CAUSE OF in* 

AVAILABLE, OB BECAUSE OF SOME OTHER BEASOK , 
hence the suspicion regarding the possi- 
Bmmr of its being there does not 
CEASE — ( 3018 ) 

COMMENTARY 

■Cause e/ the 

0 fthe»-^ ^ th ^ e tl plating the Cogmtion of yMotmeer m 
remedy is available, tne wig 

the conch-shell doesnot ap^ mstance, when looking at the 

■ Or because o/ some other rea rf oes not movo up to it, 

water does not appear (3018) 
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It has been argued by the Mimamsaka under Text 2872, that — “ If the 
inau, through stupidity, should imagine the existence of the sublating Cogni- 
tion, even when none has come about, he would be beset with doubt« in all 
his dealings, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3019-3021) 

Thus, even where the suspicion (of sublation) is due to stupidity, 

THERE IS ALWAYS SOME GROUND FOR IT , WHEN THERE IS COGNITION 
OF THE PERFECTNESS OF THE CAUSE AND THAT OF CONFORMITY TO 
REALITY, THERE ARISES NO SUSPICION IN THE MIND OF THE WISE 
SO THAT HE DOES NOT BECOME BESET WITH DOUBT IN ALL HIS 
DEALINGS AS HIS MIND HAS BECOME FREE FROM DOUBT, ON 

the Cognition of the said perfectness and conformity. 

— If even after this, a foolish man entertains sus- 
picions, — IT IS in REFERENCE TO SUCH A PERSON 
THAT THE SUSPICIOUS CHARACTER SEEMS TO HAVE 
BEEN DEPRECATED BY THE UNBORN ONE (IN 

the Bhagavadgltd) — (3019-3021) 


COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained that all doubt and suspicion cease when the 
perfect character of the cause, and conformity with reality have become 
perceived 

It has been asserted bj the Mimamsaka, under Text 2873, that “ Sus- 

piciousness has been deprecated by Vdsudem, etc etc " —What the person 
making this assertion has shown by this is only his own devotion to the 
malt,. *, I/, not the real state of things A mere assertion, without reasons 
does not carry conviction regarding the real state of tilings, to any intelligent 
person w hose mind has risen above the normal 

The words of Vdsudna (that have been quoted) were pronounced in 
on entirely different context, and are not incompatible with our view of things. 

This is what is shown by the words— 1 If, even after this, etc etc '—'After 
~' e oR f havm S P ert °ived the perfectness of the cause and also eon- 
, T J w r t?--° ne '- Uk0 >' our self, -entertains suspicions,— as asserted 
under Text 2834) that— * the corroboration of the corroboration also has 
o bo sought for such suspicious character is what appears to have been 
deprecated by the * Unborn One ’ — Ftynu — (3019-3021) 

... rp r " 1 r i bCCn n eUed by th ° MlmSmsaLa - Ruder Text 2874, that— “ When, 

ouriTfor " a ccrta,n sublation ,s pos*ble,-ond, 0 „ be.ng 

cone rt /;, /:? f0Und ’- ti,en » "V* to that Cognition, it has to be 
concluded that there is no sublation at all ” 

Tho answer to this is as follows — 

39 
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TEXTS (3022-3(123) 

Ir the ascertainment of validity is dependent i rox thi exiles cies 

OF PLACE, TIME, THE MAN AND THE CIRCUMSTANCES, — -IT Is CLEAR 
THAT THE DEFINITE COGNITION OF VALIDITV IS DI PENDENT 
UPON EXTRANEOUS CAUSES l?OR INSTANCE THE PUCE 
AND TIME HAVING BEEN ASCERTAINED THROUGH THE 
ABSENCE OF SUBLATJON, THE ASCERTAINMENT 01 
THE VALIDITV 01 THE INITIAL Coi.MTlON 
CLEARLY FOLLOWS FROM OTHER 

Means of Cognition, — (3022- 
3023) 


COMMENTARY 

In this the Author points out the solt-contr»diction mvolAfd in the 
position of the other party —For mbtnnce, if the Cognition of vnhfhtj in 
held to be dependent upon the eMgencies of place, tune, the roan and the 
attendant circumstances,— then it is clearl s meant that the Aahditi i« due 
to extraneous causes, because as regards place, tune, etc , v hen it is uwertainec 
by means of other Means of Cognition, that there is no sublet, on,-, t folloa- 

a. -««-•**■ » > •*> .-* >«• ”z ”7 

-jr J tr;r:r« sus i c zr.rJ 

tion is inherent in it, »« oogim % 

ascertained only by thoiiun-nppt m vortnbli turn onulaiii 

apprehended (if it exited , - t isu h <lt aaobM 

with 1 absence of s “ b, “ ‘™ ’ " ^ llIlV athor than that «l»th 

have been apprehended cannot h. (|mt „ mum the 

the Cognition of its coutorun y j validitv urn be obtained 

acceptance of the view Ul ? h ™„d be contrary » >«* 

i. «»-* rr 

-* d..,.* - 

nnlv one statement, tho neicim 
The an.su er to me- 
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TEXTS (3024-3026) 

As REGARDS DEALINGS REGARDING DEBT, ETC WHICH ADMIT Ol ONLY 
three STATEMENTS, — THIS CONDITION (OF THREE STATEMENTS) IS APPLI- 
CABLE TO THOSE CASES ONLY, AND SHOULD NOT BE CITED IN CON- 
NECTION with Validity — In those cases, the two disputants 

MAKE STATEMENTS ON RECALLING THINGS TO THEIR MEMORY, 

AND DO NOT FIND TIME TO MAKE A CAREFUL SCRUTINY 01 
THINGS As REGARDS THE V ALIDITY OF COGNITIONS HOW- 
EVER, THINGS HAVE GOT TO BE DETERMINED IN REGARD 
TO THE REAL STATE OF THINGS, — AND NOT BY MERE 

Casuistry Hence the dealings that have 

BEEN CITED ARE NOT ANALOGOUS TO THE SUBJECT 
UNDER CONSIDERATION — (3024-3026) 

COMMENTARY 

The exact position regarding the validity of Cognitions, winch is related 
to the real nature of things, forms the subject under consideration , while 
the transactions relating to Debt, etc consist m Casuistry and are related to 
Conventions made bj the mere w htms of men , the citmg of these transactions 
therefore only shows your ignorance of the subject under consideration — 
(3024—3026) 

It has been asserted under Tat 2884, that— “ it is for this same reason 
that Deities are called Tn-talya (Three-truth) ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3027) 


The tact of the Deities being called ‘Trisatya ’ cannot lead to 

ANY CERTAINTY (REGARDING VALIDITY) , IN FACT, IF THIS 
CERTAINTY DOES NOT FOLLOW FROM THE VERY F'lBST 
(STATEMENT), IT CANNOT FOLLOW FROM 
OTHERS —(3027) 


COMMENTARY. 


not fon^LX;:^ th ° hrSt stat0, " M,t >“ lf th « tertamlv does 
statements lO.nmg later on -Jo”' f ° U °" ^ * fr ° m tbe **° 


The same ,dea ,s further elucidated 
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TEXT (3028) 

Inasmuch as the later two statements are of the same two .men, — 

IF THERE IS NO CONFIDENCE IN THE FIRST ONE, WHAT 
PECULIARITY IS THERE IN THE OTHER TWO (WHICH 
MAKES THEM MORE TRUSTWORTHY) ! 

—(3028) 


COMMENTARY 

■ iater ’ — i e appearing at a later time 
1 No confidence ’ — no certainty of conviction. 

‘ In the other tu,o ' — The two other than the first, l e the two coming at 

a later time . M 

The man who makes one, and also two, fake statements, w y s on 
he not make a third false statement 1 Who is there to pravent h.m domg 
!t by virtue of which conviction should result from the third 


It has been asserted, m M 2886, that-" under the view of self- 
validity, there is no Infinite Regress, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows •— 

TEXT (3029) 

Thus, in accordance with the reasoning net : 

thebe IS Infinite Regress involved under 
also And Validity and Invaudpty remain 
they are in REALITY -(3029) 


Text 3004 


COMMENTARY 

• The reasoning eel forth previously i » 
e( seg — (3029) 

„ , , .. Word that is eternal or 

It has been sr ff ied ' ^eome vitiated by the defects 

proceeds from a trustworthy person 

of the hearer or the speaker 

The answer to tin* ** *° ovr:? 
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TEXTS (3030-3031) 

The Eternal Word has been discarded by its previously in detail 
Under your view, there is no trustworthy person entirely 

FREE FROM ALL DEFECTS , AND HOW CAN A PERSON RE ' TRUST- 
WORTHY \ WHEN THE MASS OF HIS IGNORANCE HAS NOT 
BEEN DISPELLED 2 BECAUSE ON THE PRESENCE OF 
THE DEFECTS, IT IS ALWAYS OPEN TO SUSPICION 
THAT HIS WORD MAY BE FALSE. — (3030-3031) 
COMMENTARY 

* Previously ’ — j e under the Chapter on ‘ The Revealed Word the 
idea of file ‘ Eternal Word ’ has been refuted in detail ; and when its very 
existence is not admitted, how could there he any investigation regarding its 
self-sufficient validity ? 

As regards the ‘trustworthy person’, — no such person is admitted by 
the MrmdmsnLa himself ; any work written by him also becomes inadmissible 
Because, if a man has had all the defects, — Love, Hate, etc — which are the 
source of untruth, — completely destroyed, then alone he can be regarded as 
trustworthy otherwise, how could tnistuorthmess be accepted m the case of 
a man whose mind is beset with the sources of untruth, in the shape of 
Love, Hate and other defects ? And you, Mimamsal.as , do not admit of 
any such person as has completely shaken off the entanglements of the 
Afflictions (Defects) , hence there can be no * word of the trustw orthv 
person ’ for you — (3030-3031 ) 

Then again, granting that there is a ‘ trustworthy person ’ , even so 
any word’ (assertion) of such a person cannot be said to be known — 
This is what is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (3032-3034) 

Even though such a ‘ trustworthy person ’ stay be born,-— who 

COULD COME TO KNOW OF THE HOST OF HIS GOOD QUALITIES, AND 
THEREBY HAVE CONFIDENCE IN THE WORDS OF SUCH A TRUSTWORTHY 
PERSON 2 - Ip THERE WERE SOME ONE WITH SUPERNORMAL 
VISION WHO COULD PERCEIVE HIS EXCELLENT QUALITIES, — 
WHAT USE COULD SUCH A PERSON HAVE FOR ANY ‘ WORDS 
OF THE TRUSTWORTHY PERSON ’ 2 BECAUSE HE WOULD 
HIMSELF KNOW ALL THINGS, INDEPENDENTLY OF ALL 
ASSERTIONS AS FOR ANY OTHER PERSON, AS HE 
COULD NOT RECOGNISE THE ‘ TRUSTWORTHY PERSON 
HF. COULD NEVER LEARN OF THINGS FROM 

HIS WORDS —(3032-3034) 


COMMENTARY 

l >0css >t has been found who the ‘ trustworthy 
ascertained what is ‘the word of the trustworthy 


person ’ i=, it cannot be 
person ’ , and it is not 
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possible to find out who is 1hf» * fmst worthy person ’ , because the man who 
lifts got nd of all his 4 Afflictions and defects ’ and w ho is capable of perceiving 
supersensiious tilings m»v be able to reeognisp the 4 trustworthy person’ 
hut the word of such a trustworthy person, can serve no useful purpose for 
such a man, as he would himself lip able to perceive all things and as such 
would not depend, for Ins activity, upon the ‘trustworthy person’ , hence 
the recognition of such a poison y\onld he of no use to him As for other 
oidmnrv men, whose vision is limited, they cannot recognise the ' trustworthy 
person ’ , nnd lienee they cannot learn anything from the ycords of such a 
pci son , ns there could be no certainty about it — (3032-3034) 

It has been asserted bv the other party, under Texf 2887, that — 
“Teachers and Fellow' students help to prey ent mutilations in the Eternal 
Word, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3035) 

UXDER THE THEORY OF * SELF-VALIDITY THE CERTAINTY COMES ABOUT 
FROM THE BIRTH OF THE COGNITION ITSELF , HENCE THERE CAN 
be no ‘Mutilation ’ , what then is there to be 
PREVENTED ? — (3035) 


CCftBfEXTARY 


■ X, s hcJ,mjajat,tah ’—on account of certainty having come about - 
Otherwise, if the certainty did not come about from the Cognition dsotf, 
then the doctrine of ‘ self-y al.d.ty ' ttmild be done nuav ynth-(m>) 


It has been asserted, under Tart 2888 that-” the assertion does not 
heroine y .tinted by the defects yyh.ch are aorded off by the eseellen 

Teacher, etc etc ” 

The answer to tilts is ns follous 


TEXT (3030) 

n * ™> »» ™ ™ n“r 

nniNt- viTiATrn) — 

COMMENTABY 

It may be true that the assertion - '»• 

by defects, these letter being varded ff l 5 of ol , 10r persons « 

inasmuch as the eveeUences present in 
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beyond the reach of the senses, there can be no certainty regarding it , and 
m the absence of «ueh certainty, there can be no certainty regarding the 
assertion of the qualified person and what has not been duly ascertained 
cannot be self-sufficient m its validity — (30‘lf>) 

It has been argued bv the other part}' in Te:< f 2888, that — “as there is 
no maker (composer), there could be no defects, for which there would be no 
receptacle ” 

The answer to this is as follows- — 


TEXT (3037) 

The idea that the ' Eternal Word ’ rs without a ‘ maker ’ has 

BEEN ALREADY REFITTED , CONSEQUENTLY IT CANNOT BE RIGHT 
THAT “ THERE BEING NO MAKER THERE COULD BE NO DEFECTS 
FOR WHICH THERE WOULD BE NO RECEPTACLE ” (3037) 

COMMENTARY 

* -df ready ’ — under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed Word ’ — (3037) 

It has been argued under Text 2889, that — "m the ca«e of the assertion 
of trustworthv persons, two facts have been perceived — -the absence of 
defects and the presence of excellences j and it has already been shown how 
validity cannot be due to the excellences ” 

The answer to this is as follows - — 


TEXTS (3038-3039) 

How VALIDITY CAN BE DUE TO EXCELLENCES HAS BEEN ALREADY 
EXPLAINED , AND SO LONG AS THE EXCELLENCES ARE NOT RECOGNISED, 
THE ABSENCE OF DEFECTS CANNOT BE PERCEIVED — THUS THEN, 
rr CANNOT BE RIGHT THAT THE ASSERTION, VALID BY ITSELF, 

IS INDICATED BY THE ABSENCE OF DEFECTS BECAUSE 

not being cognised the absence of defects CAN- 
NOT serve as an Indicator — (3038-3039) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ H<r« firm rupfanied ’ — tinder Text 29S8 

It W been escorted above (2890) that— “the i,serimn a. slid bv itself, 
is indicated bv the alienee of defects " —Tins ,s not right because 
.mx lienee, are boAond the re.ieh of the sense., and Aden they r uinot be 
pi ' t a a ,,enre n( thfoef, ll.n aa I nch consists m tin tocycucr of ricr/fmrrs, 
cieno, Is. not, red _T1„. sin, ,. s„ lf l m t ,,„ The oiemrr of 

detec., mm, wr.r os on fori, color ’ . that i., it cannot serve the purpose of 
i i eating tie validity, because it is itself nneogm'sed -(3038-3039) 
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The following Text shows that what is itself unknown cannot serve as an 
indicator — 

TEXTS (3040-3041) 

Unless people know the stick, they cannot have any idea of the 
stick-holder Thus the idea op the ‘ selp- validity ’ being 
indicated by the absence of defects becomes discarded by 
self-contkadiction — The absence of defects can qualify 
the * Word ’ only when ascertained by that 
Means of Cognition which consists op Non- 
apprehension , and in this way Validity op 
a cognition would be due to some- 
thing EXTRANEOUS TO ITSELP 

(3040-3041) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, absence of defects may he a qualification , but even so, the 
objection remains, — as there is possibility of self-contradiction For instance, 
if Validity is indicated and qualified by the absence of defects, then it Mould 
clearly mean that Validity is extraneous , and tlus would go against and 
discard the assertion that Validity i^ inherent 

This same idea is further clarified in the words— 4 the absence of defects 
can qualify, etc etc ’ —If the absence of defects is ascertained through the 
Means of Cognition known as ‘ Non-apprehension \ then alone it could 
serve as a qualification (and an indicator), because what is not "^ortnmed 
cannot serve as a qual.ficat.on, and there is no other Means of Cop.d.on 
that could bnng about the certain Cognition of the al (o ’ 
consequently it becomes clearly asserted that the Val.d .4 of 0 - Cord on 
follows from Non-apprehension, nh.ch is something different from 
Cognition itself — (3040-3041) 

It has been argued by the other party, *"^Lar nm^ognd.on of the 
“ while the excellences are there, there does n pp 
defects of the man ” 

The answer to this is as follows 

TEXT (3042) 

OP THE ABSENCE OF DEFECTS V— (304_> 

COMMENTARY 

. there there ran he no Copnd.on of the 

If, while the excellence ! - lying the 

defects (of the Man), then, -os 
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of another person, and hence beyond the senses, would not be cognised, — 
there could be no certainty regarding the absence of defects ; as the ‘ absence 
of defects ' consists in the 1 presence of excellences ’ ; and unless there is 
Cognition of the place devoid of the Jar, there can be no Cognition of the 
absence of the Jar — (3042) 

The same idea is further clarified — 


TEXT (3043) 

Defects, — nr the shape of Hate, Delusion anb the like — are set 

ASIDE BY EXCELLENCES, — IN THE SHAPE OF KINDNESS, WISDOM AND 
SO FOETH , CONSEQUENTLY, IF THERE IS NO CERTAINTY REGARD- 
ING THESE LATTER — ktndneSS, ETC — HOW CAN THERE BE 

any Cognition of the absence of those 
(defects) , — (3043) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Tesam ’ ‘ of those 1 e of the Defects —(3043) 


Kumanla lias argued as follows — “ At the tame (of the Cognition of the 
absence of defects ) the excellences do not function on being themselves 
cognised, in fact, it. is by mere presence that thev help m the cognising 
of the absence of defects ” —[Shlokavarlila 1 1 2 , 67 ] 

This is the objection set forth in the following .— 


TEXT (3044) 

At the time (of the Cognition of the absence of Defects), the 
excellences do not function on being themselves cog- 
nised , IN FACT, IT IS BY MERE PRESENCE THAT THEY 
HELP IN THE cognising of the Absence 
of Defects ” — [Shlokavarhka 112, 

07] —(3044) 


COMMENTARY 


t * 1PV *' 0,p towar ds bringing about the certainty regard- 
ing the absence of defects —(3044) e 


The answer to the above 13 as follows • 
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TEXTS (3045-3016) 

Ip it were so, then, there wotted be no (n) Doubt, nor (6)Wrono 
Cognition (Misconception), — in the case of the Person 

RECOGNISED as ' TRUSTWORTHY ’ — IN THE SHAPE OF («) ‘ ARE 
THERE DEFECTS IN THIS PERSON OR NOT ’ ’, AND (ft) * THERE 
nte DEFECTS IN HIM ’ AND YET THERE ARE SUCH 

Doubt and Wrong Cognition in some men 

UNTIE IT IS RECOGNISED THAT HE IS THE 
RECEPTACLE OP EXCELLENCES — 

(3045-3046) 

COMMENTARY 

Tf, in bringing about certainty regarding the absence of defects, excellences 
functioned hv their mere presence, — then in the case of the person recognised 
ns ‘ trustworthy no one could have any Doubt or Misconception m regard 
to the nfcsciicc of defects , ns both these will have been barred by the eertamtv 
— And vet such is not the ease , so long as the certainty relating to the 
presence of the excellences does not come about, — there certainly do appeaT 
Doubt and Misconception regarding the absence of defects Hence it follows 
that the excellences are not operative by their mere presence —(3045-3046) 


TEXT (3047) 

If THERE WERE CERTAINTY REGARDING THE SELF-VALIDITY (OF COGNI- 
TIONS) EVEN WHEN THERE IS NO COGNITION OF THE ABSENCE 
OF DEFECTS,— THEN, IN REGARD TO THE SPEAKER, 

THERE COULD NOT BE THE * CONTRARY COG- 
NITION ’ SPOKEN OP ABOVE (UNDER 

3045) — (3047) 


COMMENTARY 

, , , - ,, , »The excellences may not be operative 

>'»»“» -rr„ 5“” .2 is? £Z * ” » - »«. 

certainty regarding validity m rc eard to the speaker 

ns before, there could lie no dl '' ers ' ^ t)l6re „ ce rtamty regarding 

recognised as ‘ trustwmt V ^ ^ no such notions m regard to 

the self validity of the assertio . hp tpllmg the troth or not,— nr 

,hc person making that o**i J ’ ■ fprm . mmah • (contrary Cognition) 
,x he not toiling the truth at all , „ . being * mail notion, 

here stands *»?*£?* both the extremes, it can 

be^regarded'ns ‘'contrary ’ (3047) 
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Kwniirila has again argued as foil owe — " Tims then, from excellences 
follows the absence of defects, — from this absence, follows the absence of the 
two forms of Invalid Cognition , consequently the general law remains 
undenied ”, and so forth — [ SKlokavarUka 112, 65] 

This also cannot be nght, when there is no certainty regauhng the 
absence of defects — Tins is wliat is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (3048-3049) 

When there is no cognition op the absence of defects, how could 
these BE any cognition of the absence of the tiro kinds of Invalid 

Cognition, — from which the certainty regarding Validity 

COULD BE DEDUCED t — AND IF, EVEN WHEN THERE IS NO 
COGNITION OF THE ABSENCE OP THE TWO KINDS OP 

Invalid Cognition, the Self -Validity (of the 
Cognition) were cognised, — then, as 
before, there would be no Doubt 
or Misconception at all — 

(3048-3049) 

COMMENTARY 

If there came about a Cognition free from the Doubt and Misconception, 
which are ‘ contrari ’ to that Cognition. — then that Cognition should be 
valid , otherwise, if the matter were beset with the contrari' notions, how 
could the general low come m at all ? Because the two contrarv notions, 
Doubt and Misconception, are effects of defects , hence there can be no 
ceitaintv regarding the absence of these contrari notions, unless there is 
certainty regarding the absence of defects 

The absence of the iu.o kinds of Invalid Cognition i e the absencp of 
Doubt and Misconception — (3048-3049) 

The following Text points out the ‘ contrary Cogmtmn ’ — 


TEXT (3050) 

(Thf contrary Cognition being in the poem]— ( a) 'Is his assertion 
true or untrue t ’ (Doubt), — or (b) « It is absolutely untrue 1 
(Misconception) ; [these would be ‘contrary’] because 
there is the certainty that all Cognitions are 
VALID RY THFMSELVTS (3050) 

COMMENTARY 

1 u' '.y ,,lnt li "' oTivnco of . frJVrf, (II, [I ml,,, cud,. 

that if the V t le Author proceeds to explain m detail 

the eertainti regarding the s„, d Absence of Defects were essential, 
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then (a) the validity would be extraneous, and (6) there would be an 
Infinite Regress — 

TEXT (3051) 

For the above reasons, it is absolutely necessary that there 

SHOULD BE DEFINITE COGNITION OF ALL THE THREE FACTORS— 

(1) ABSENCE OF DEFECTS, (2) ABSENCE OF INVALID 

Cognitions and (3) presence of 
EXCELLENCES — (3051) 


COMMENTARY 

(1) Absence of defects, (2) absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition 
(Doubt and Misconception), and (3) the presence of excellences, the Cogm* 
tion— certainty— of all these must be admitted Otherwise, there could be 
no certainty regarding Validity, as has been explained already (3051) 


Question — “ 
what then ? ” 
Answer — 


If the definite Cognition of these three is not admitted. 


TEXT (3052) 


In regard to all these, there would be the two possibilities is 
the Cognition of these valid or invalid * How then 

WHAT IS ITSELF INVALID BE A FACTOR IN THE 
ASCERTAINMENT OF VALIDITY (3° 52 > 


COMMENTARY 

The Cognition of the said three factors, which is regarded os a factor m 
The Cogni tion oi me > a alternatives possible - 

Validity, is it valid or inva id ?-These are ^ r£)gnrdmg mhilty ,- 

If it is invalid, then it cannot form p , , h keen regarded as 

— as it is itself invalid, if the witness (£*«»> .J-J- »» matter 
untrustworthy, he cannot help m the decision regarding 

under dispute — (3052) 

TEXTS (3053-3054) 

[I* the sa,d Cognitton is 

VALIDITY COULD BE THE guD CoGJimoS (OF THE 

How AGAIN IS IT ASCERTAINED ^ ^ IT „ 

THREE FACTORS) 18 CE Qy COGNITIONS TO THE 

DEDUCED FROM THE - A -PISES-— Is THIS D ED 170 

CONTRARY ™ E Q J;f . s Att THE OBJECTIONS 

COMMENTARY 

there is Infinite Regress also 
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In order to indicate tins Infinite Regress, the Author puts the question — 
‘ How again, etc etc ’ 

• So'pi ’ — i e the absence of the Cognition to the contrary — (3053-3054) 

Question — “ How does the same objection become applicable hero also » ” 
Answer — 

TEXTS (3055-3056) 

The Validity oi the Cognition in question coolii be .possible only 
if Validity were extraneous , — how too can the Invalid 
Cognition bring about a right Cognition in keeping with 

THE REALITY OF THINGS > It IS TO BE CONSIDERED HOW 
THE VALIDITY OF THIS ALSO BECOMES APPREHENDED, — 

IT MAY BE DEDUCED FROM THE ABSENCE OF COGNI- 
TIONS TO THE CONTRARY AND SO FORTH , — ALL 
THIS COMES ABOUT WHICH CANNOT BE 
DESIRABLE (FOR THE OTHER PARTY) 

—(3055-3056) 

COMMENTARY 
This is easily comprehensible 

* How validity of this, etc etc .'— l e of the absence of the Cognition 
to the contrary — (3055-3056) 

Then again, if the Validity m all cases is determined m accordance with 
the principle propounded in the following assertion— “ From 
follows the Absence of Defects , from this absence follows the absence of the 
two forms of Invalid Cognition, consequently the general law remains un- 
domed ( Shlolavdrtika 1. 1 2 , 66), — then it would mean that the very first 

Cognition is valid, and there would be Infinite Regress also 
This is what is pointed out in the following — 


TEXTS (3057-3058) 

Thus then, from Excellences follows the absence of defects , 

FROM THIS ABSENCE, THERE FOLLOWS THE ABSENCE OF THE TWO 

forms of Invalid Cognition , hence the General Law 

REMAINS UNDENIED ” , — If THE VALIDITY IN ALL CASES IS 
DETERMINED ON THIS PRINCIPLE, THEN IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION ALSO, ALL THE AFORESAID OBJECTIONS 
BECOME APPLICABLE , AND IT ALSO INVOLVES 

an Infinite Regress — (3057-3058) 


COMMENTARY 

• Aforesaid objections ' -That is. Excellences and the rest lymg m the 
c mm o ot er persons, they are bej ond the senses of people of limited 
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vision, — hence there can he no certainty relating to them , thus, would mean 
that there is no certainty relating to the absence of defects also and uncertain 
afeo is the absence of the two lands of Invalid Cognition ; so t hat Vahditj could 
not be established on the basis of Excellence, etc If these (Excellence, etc.) 
help m the matter by their mere presence, then there could be no Cognition to 
tile contrary ,- — all this host of objections would be applicable to all cases — 
(3057-3058) 

Further, Rumania's assertion quoted above — “ therefore from 
Excellences follows the Absence of Defects, etc etc ” — has declared mfnfitj/ 
and also the absence of the two Unde of Invalid Cognition and the Absence of 
Defects, — as part and parcel of the certainty — Now the ‘absence’ here 
spoken of can be either (a) of the nature of ‘absolute negation of what is 
possible’, or of the nature of ‘relative negation these are the onlj two 
alternatives possible 

The following Text points out the objections against thejTrsf alternative 
(that it is of the nature of absolute negation) • — 


TEXTS (3059-3060). 

The assertion that “ there is validity when there is Absence of 
Defects ” contains a negation , is this negation is meant to be 
absolute, then it can never be proved.— It cannot be 
PROVED BY apprehension, BECAUSE IT IS OF THE NATURE 
OF NEGATION NOR CAN IT BE PROVED BY Son -appre- 

hension, AS THAT WOULD INVOLVE AN INFINITE 
Kegress — (3059-3060) 


COMMENTARY 

would such Negation be proved by ^ n „ (urc . „f ‘sell- 

ses?-?? s 

- P r °P 0rty ° l °“ Ut “ ’ j 2ig ‘ sclf-hiimuous ’ bv natun ,-nol so 
apprehcusioni on accou denial oftho nature of tiling' 

Negation, which is of the natui _ a5> prova d bv itself, 1 hrough brmg- 

(2) Nor can the Negation bo re 6 ' P Xegation is dev oul of a» 

1Bg about certainly Because us a ,J ld hong about anv - 

Zauty 1 toce it cannot bring about anv thing » „„ lt would 

^ould have to bo regarded as . tEWD lt , lt s effect 

t. !,=»«■ ■* »■ "i 



examination of the doctrine of 'self-sufficient validity’ 1363 


(3) If the Absence be regarded as proved by something else,— tlirougli 
Apprehension, — that also is not possible , — why 7 — because it is of the 
nature of Negation, and there can be Apprehension onlj of what is a positive 
entity 

(4) Nor lastly can it be right to hold the view that tho Absence is proved 
through Non-apprehension Because that would involve an Infinite Regress 
Foi instance, this Non-apprehension also being negative in character, — 
how is it proved 7 By itself 7 Or through something else 7 All these 
questions arise here It cannot be by itself, because of the objections urged 
abo\ e , nor can it be through something else, as that w ould involve ail 
Infinite Regress’ — (3069-3060) 

The said ‘ Infinite Regress ’ is pointed out m the follow mg . — 

TEXT (3061) 

If the Absence of Defects and that of the two kinds of Invalid 

Cognition are proved by Non-apprehension, — and this 
absence of apprehension is proved by another Non- 
apprehension, — then there irf Infinite 
Regress — (3061) 

COMMENTARY 

* DosS, etc etc ' — The compound is to be expounded as ‘ the absence of 
Defects, and of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition ’.—(3061) 

The following Texts point out the objections against the view that the 
absence of Defect*, etc ’ is of the nature of ltelative Negation (the second 
alternative suggested in the Introduction to Text 3059) — 


TEXTS (3062-30b3) 

li the Absence is of the nature of Relative Negation, — then its 
Cognition would only be the negation of something other 
than itself , so that the Cognition of the absence of defects 
would be of the natuhe of the Cognition of excellences , AND 
it would thus come to be of the nature of the Cognition 
or the intended Valid Cognition. The Cognition of thl 

ABSENCE OF THE TWO KINDS OF INVALID COGNITION ALSO W r OLLD 
TURN OUT TO BE OF THE CONTRARY NATURE. Or, IN CASE THE 
ABSENCE OF THE TWO KINDS OF INVALID COGNITION WERE COG- 
NISED INDEPENDENTLY BY ITSELF, — HOW COULD YOU SECURE THE 
CONUCTION THAT THE REST OF IT IS VALID 7 — If IT BE URGED 
THAT THE CONVICTION IS DUE TO THE FACT THAT WELL-KNOWN 
FtCTS COULD NOT BE EXPLICABLE OTHERWISE”, — THEN THIS 
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CONVxCTION WOULD BE GOT AT EITHER THROUGH PRESUMPTION, 
OR THROUGH INFERENCE, OB THROUGH SOME OTHER MEANS 01 

Cognition , so that it would be derived from sources 
OTHER THAN THE COGNITION ITSELF —(3062-3065) 


COMMENTARY 

Tnrough Relative Negation, ‘ Absence of Defects ’ would be the same ns 
1 Excellences ' , hence the Cognition of the said absence also would bo the 
same as the Cognition of Excellences , — and this cannot be desirable (for 
you), because of your assertion that — “The Excellences do not operate, 
as cognised ” 

The 1 absence of the two hinds of Invalid Cognition ’ also becomes the 
same as ‘ Valid Cognition under the view that it is Relative Negation that 
is meant by * absence ’ , hence the Cognition of 4 the absence of the two kinds 
of Invalid Cognition ‘ also would bB of the nature of the intended ‘Valid 
Cognition ’ , and m that case the assertion — that “ there is absence of the 
two kinds of Invalid Cognition, hence the general law remains undemed 
cannot be right , as it involves a confusion of thought , for instance, the 
same Cognition bemg known to be valid,— if from that same fact it is 
deduced that the Cognition is vahd,— such a confused assertion of Cause and 
Effect becomes difficult to understand, as there is no difference (between 
the two Cognitions) -Further, if the two were regarded as different because 
the cause must be different from the effect, then it comes to this that the 
Cognition of the absence of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition is different 
from ‘ the Cognition of the vahd Cognition ’ , while it is not right to r^rd 
what is of the nature of ‘Relative Negation , as different from the valid 

(for the sake of argumen J “^ otdautja wt h the views of the other 

Invahd Cognition , ^ nd ' c tl0nB becomes extraneous 
party, shows that the Valia y fe *— That if>, there is no 

‘Due to the pel that we - «owa / ’ o] ] Cognitions except 

other alternative possible except the * 

the Doubtful and Wrong Cognitions -(3062-3065) 

, ,, . v, ow the * Inconclusive ’ character of 
The following Text proceeds to “ Excellences follows the 

rrr.,rr;n=::rn,,.>- 

TEXTS (3066-3070) 

-mints IT MIGHT FOLLOW THAT THE 

From that same "oSSoS ; as the same arguments 

Invalidity is indent assbbted IN- regard to, that 

APPLY CLEARLY TO, AND CAN B QF EXCELLENCE THAT 

VIEW ALSO .^-VXe^ AND FROM THAT ABSENCE FOLLOWS 
FOLLOWS FROM «“ W ™ ^ 

the absence of Validity, b* 
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undenied — Inasmuch as this general law is the creation of 

MERE WHIM, IT CAN BE ASSERTED QUITE CLEARLY IN REGARD TO 

Invalidity, just as well as in regard to Validity — Because 
it is in the nature of affkehension that Cognition is regarded 
as Invalid, — and it is discarded only by the knowledge that 
it is right, in accordance with the reality of things, and 

BY THE COGNITION OF THE EXCELLENCE OF ITS SOURCES , — AND THE 

Invalidity is not set aside by the excellences, as these have 

NOT BEEN COGNISED , HENCE BEING NOT-DENIED, THE INVALIDITY 

remains established as being inherent in the Cognition — 

(3066-3070) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Adah ’ — This 

Question — “ What is it that can hr? asserted v ” 

Answer — It is this — 'Hence it is the absence, etc etc ' 

1 Manavat* — the vati ’-affix is added after the Locative, the meaning 
being — 1 as m regard to validity ’ 

' Tadapi ’ — -Invalidity 

The rest is easily understood — (3066-3070) 

It has been argued under Text 2895, that — ” In the case of words emanat- 
mg from personalities, there is always room for doubt, whether there are 
defects or not, m the case of the Veda, llowovei, there being no author, 
thero can be absolutely no suspicion, for us, regarding the presence of 
defects ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3071) 

In the case of words emanating from personalities, there is 

ALWAYS ROOM FOR DOUBT WHETHER THERE ARB DEFECTS OR NOT , 
AND AS IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT THERE MUST BE AN AUTHOR 

of TnE Veda, it is not true that we can have no suspi- 
cion REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF DEFECTS 
IN IT. — (3071) 


UVWUOESTARY 

presence of defects in the Vrff M inJ* 2 ^ding the 

thero— (3071) “ ’ fBot ’ tho sus I»cion is actually 

40 
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The objection that this involves Infinite Regress has already been 
refuted Hence there is no truth (conclusiveness) in the premiss that 
“ what is vahd does not need the corroboration of another Cognition 
Because for the purposes of certainty, such corroboration is always needed. — 
(3074) 

The same idea is further explained . — 

TEST (3075) 

It is only when the validity is there that certainty regarding 

IT IS BROUGHT ABOUT BY THIS (CONFIRMATION), AND THIS 
DOES NOT PRODUCE A FRESH VALIDITY IN IT — (3075) 

COMMENTARY. 

This also serves to set aside the argument set forth under Text 2899— 
to the effect that — “ Even m a case where the thing is definitely apprehended 
by the later Cognitions, the thing has not been clearly apprehended by the 
first Cognition ”. — Because the fact of the certainty of validity being brought 
about by later Cognitions cannot deprive tile first Cognition of that validity 
which consists in its capacity to lead to its object — (3075) 

It has been argued under Text 2900, that—" no validity could belong 
to the Cognition of a thing that is destroyed immediately on being bom, 
etc. etc ” 

TEXT (3076) 

In THE CASE OF THE THING THAT IS DESTROYED IJtMEDIATELY ON BEING 
BORN, VAUDITY DOES BELONG TO THE COGNITION , IN FACT, IT IS 
THERE, EVEN IN A CASE WHERE THERE IS NO CERTAINTY 
REGARDING IT,— THE CERTAINTY APPEARING IN THE MANNER 

described — (3076) 

/ 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Su validity — (3076) 

1 In. manner in which certainty appears is described m the following . 
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the previous Cognition being the cause o£ the later one, the two ore regarded 
as distinct, — yet there is no incongruity in tlio idea of the certainty being 
brought about by it — (3077-3079) 

It has been argued under Text 2900, that — “ no validity could belong 
to Auditory Cognition because it could not be corroborated bv the Bve and 
other means of Cognition ” 

The answ er to this is as follows — 


TESTS (3080-3082) 

It is not true that there can be no corroboration of Auditory 
Cognition by the Eye and other Means of Cognition Because 
Colour, Sound and the rest are dependent upon the same 
circumstances In fact all these are mutually con- 
comitant AND, AS OCCURRING IN THE SAME ‘ CHAIN THEY 
ARE THE CAUSE OF EACH OTHER THUS IT IS CLEAR THAT 
THERE IS RELATIONSHIP AMONG THEM THROUGH THESE 
THEN THERE IS CONNECTION AMONG THEIR COGNITIONS 
ALSO , JUST AS BETWEEN * SlUOKE ’ AND ‘ THE EFFECT OF 

wet fuel ’ Thus Auditory Cognition would be 

QUITE VALID, ON ACCOUNT OF BEING CORRO- 

BORATED by other Cognitions — 

(3080-3082) 


COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be admitted that the Auditory Cognition cannot be corro- 
borated bj other Cognitions Because the sound emanating from the Lute, 
and the colour of the Lute are both dependent on the same circumstances , 
and aro consequent!}’ inseparable and invariably concomitant with one 
another, so that the two are quite related, just like ‘Smoke’ and the 
Effect of wet Fuel ’ And as both appear m the same ‘ chain ’ and are 
mutual!} dependent, each preceding factor becomes the cause of each suc- 
ceeding factor, to that there is between them this direct causal relation 
also Thus among the Cognitions olso of the said Colour, Touch, etc there is 
annual causal relation, based indirectly upon the above-mentioned relation 
In this wav. Auditory Cognition can be quite valid, because of its being 
re n c to t io other Cognitions, through the Eye and other Means of Cognition. 
—For instance, when one hears from a distance the sound proceeding from 
, lf ho ™ nts to hnvc Lute, there arises a doubt in his mind as to 

Whether or not it is the sound of the Lute that he has heard,— tins doubt 
k mg uo .o the fact of the sound of the Lute being similar to the sound of 
t l ' 1 ‘, ; L™ then proceeds towards the Lute : and when ho actually sees the 
mte. the Doubt that had arisen as to the sound being of the Lute or of the 
ute or of singing becomes sot aside At a place where the man hears 
a io nn to be the re\ orberations of the sounding of the Drum, and 
procteds towards it. ,f he does not pcreene the drum,— then there being 
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It has been argued under Text 2904, that — “ when the Cognition brought 
about bv any one sentence is the same at all times and places, and in all 
men, — then no other basis need be sought for its validity ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3086-3087) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE COGNITION BROUGHT ABOUT BY ANY ONE 
SENTENCE IS NEVER FOUND TO BE THE SAME AT ALL TIMES AND 
PEACES, AND IN A1E MEN , AS IN AEE CASES THERE ARISES DOUBT 

It is true that the same words — ‘ Heaven is attained 

BY THE PERFORMANCE OF Agmhotra AND OTHER RITES ” 

— ARE HEARD BY ALL MEN , BUT IT IS DEVOID OF ALE 
ELEMENTS OF CERTAINTY, — RESEMBLING THE 
MERE CROAKING OF FROGS — (3086-3087) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the corroboration by facts cannot be admitted Because 
when the Sentence — ‘ Prom the performance of Agmhotra, follows Heaven ’ — 
is hoard, the intelligent man derives no certain Cognition from it ; hence it 
cannot be admitted that it is the same at all times and places — (3086-3087) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Cognition is not the same 
in all men — 


TEXT (3088) 

Even among BrIhmanas there is difference of opinion nr regard 
to 'Heaven' and such things, hence the Cognition 
derived from the Veda is not found to be the 
SAME IN ALL MEN — (3088) 


COMMENTARY. 

For instance, the author of the Nirulla and other authorities describe 
onion as— the abode of Personalities superior to human beings,— 
m S" 0 ’ 1 P lacos "S the summit of Mount Men,, -the place affording 

X r an J rr- M1 0f «“““»» amenities ’ , — while the MM*? 
smos describe it as a particular form of happiness found among men \ 

oxamnl^T^i to ® acnfices ’ also, there is difference of opinion For 
that ™ lS 7 ., m anc, " nt tlrae ” v as only animals made of flour 

that it ii ^ ° e ’ ot ^ er ^cked and cruel people have declared 

that it was the living animal that ^as-sacrificed -(30SS) 

Produc^hvT " ndPt TcXt 2905 ’ that — “ when a firm conviction 

. sentence is not found to bo incompatible with the Cogmtions 
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appearing at other times and 

valid ” 


places and in other men, it 


The ansiver to this is as follows — 


is undoubted!! 


AJ1/A.X (30S9) 

AS REGARDS THE PTKMNESS OP THE CONVICTION PRODUCED By THP Vrmc 
tocTZOX, -THAT HAS BEE, ALREADY REJECTED , BE^A, 

A HATTER OF FACT, THE SAID FIRMNESS IS ALWAYS 
DOUBTFUL, AS THE MATTER APPREHENDED 
BY THE SAID COGNITION IS SIMILAR 
TO OTHERS — (30S9) 


COMMENTARY 

' Already ’ — 1 e under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed lYord ’ 

‘ Is similar to others ' ,— i e it stands on the same footing ns tbo notion 
derived from such human assertions ns ‘ the performance of Aomhotra does 
not lead to Heaven ’ —(3089) 


Further, it is a mere assertion of yours that — “ tho Cognition produced 
by the Vedic Injunction does not vary at different times ond places, etc ” 
This is what is pointed out m the following — 

TEXT ( 3090 ) 

HOW HAVE THE BltiHMANAS, WHO ARE CERTAINLY NOT OMNISCirST, 
BEEN ABLE TO ASCERTAIN THAT " THE COGNITION PRODUCH) 

by the Vedic Injunction is the same at all placfs 
AND TIMES ” ? — (3090) 

COMMENTARY 

It has been argued under Text 2906, that — " the validiti of serba! ami 
other Cognitions is not to bo prosed by means of Inference, etr etc " 

The answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXT (3091) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IT HAS BEEN ALREADY EXPLUNTD THAT Till 
validity of Perception also is ascertained by means oi 
Inference For instance, a certain Pritcrtwiot is valid, 

BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED BY TLAWLESS CtDsPS, L1K.F 

othfr Perceptions — (309!) 


COMMENTARY 

That argument .s called -MM. «d Ab^hnn’ which *«"< «» 
undesirable possibihtj , end it is nut umlcmble that the rahihu of 1 *«■ t 
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tion should be proved by Inference , hence what has been urged cannot be a 
Bedncho ad Absurdum — How the validity of Perception can be proved by 
Inference has been shown before , this is what is recalled in the words — ‘ For 
instance, etc etc' — 'lake other p&cephona ' — le like Perceptions bearing 
upon things before one’s eyes — (3091) 

It has been argued under Text 2907, that — “ If the validity of Cognition 
were proved bv another Cognition, then, of this latter also, the validity 
would be proved by another and so on and on, there would be Infinite 
Regress ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3092) 

The v audits' of all Cognitions is not proved by other Means of 

COGNITION , AS IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT THEBE IS NO 
MISCONCEPTION involved in the case -where 
there is Cognition of effective 
action — (3092) 

COMMENTARY 

That there is no misconception m the case where there is Cognition 
of eSective action has been proved above under Text 2959 

Thus validity being dependent upon corroboration by the Cognition of 
effective action, there can be no Infinite Regress — (3092) 

The following Text shows that there can be no Infinite Regress even 
when validity is proved by means of Inference — 


TEXT (3093) 

When the Inference is brought about by the Indicative (Probans) 

in THE SHARE OF ITS NATURE AND ITS EFFECT,— THE INDICATIVE 
WHEREOF THE ' INFALLIBILITY ’ HAS BEEN ASCERTAINED,— 

THERE CAN BE NO MISTAKE IN IT — (3093) 

COMMENTARY 

(Probfl?)’ 0 — * e f e0t ’ ’~ SU0h bem e the name of the Indicative 

Probans ha, been dulv ascertained l “fT® ^ ‘ effeCt ’ of the 

relation,’ — and on thest™IiE „ bas,s o{ sameness ’ and ‘ causal 

th.s Inference is i ahd bv .tfelf° B s tf tW follows the Infe ™nce,~ 

Inference, -Thus there i n ° r °° ra for mistake >“ ™ch 

tnere -would be no Infinite Regress —(3093) 



1374 


TATTVASANGR AHA • CHAPTER XXV' 


It has been argued under Text 2S0S, that "If the vshditv of r l.» 
Cognition that proves the validity of another Cognition Ir* not proved hv 
any other Cognition, — then the same might be the case nith the * 
validity is held to be proved bj others ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3094) 

In some cases, the mistake or illusion' that arises prom tri \ mini** 

CAUSES OF ILLUSION IS SET ASIDE BY ANOTHER COGNITION , 
BECAUSE THERE IS NO CERTAINTY IN SUCH A CISF 

— (3094) 

COMMENTARY 

In some cases, it so happens that there being no means, m the shape of 
repeated Cognition, of securing certainty, some sort of illusion or ini -take 
comes in , hence tha vahditj' cannot rest in the Cognition itself — 

It has been assorted, under Text 2010, that— " Before the Cognrl.m. is 
apprehended, it remains there in its own form, and so far ns its own objective 
is concerned, it is independent and self sufficient, etc etc , 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (30.93) 

There can he no ‘manifested thing ’ until its 
become manifested, hence it must nr, a nut 
Cognition itself is actualli' cognised, iT " ' 

SENSE-PEBCErTION IN OTIIF.R OTtSONs (. >) 

COMMENTARY. 

• sja—e-f—- •“ 

tation has not becomo manifested „,,t ■>< ■> 

The Cognition must " j " r™»t„» of all thm«r 

there would bo the contmgenev of >« ontv f .„, > - 

Because what ,s spoken of as W-Uon; »£** „ 

— nothing else ,-.f this «*«», ' " - ' 

itself would bo imperceptib .j t J „ . «'* " ' 

Cognition is not perceived b> o.K. 

tested to the latter fnrm ni B ted as follows - 1\!i».i to »'"' r ’■ V ’ ' 

The argument mav lK , ow e „ amf. -vA th” *> '■>“ ‘ , 

the manifestation of a tb cl an-dM tb- 1' <■" 1 ’• , , 
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has not become manifested to any person , — hence there is apprehension of 
something contrary to a more extensive character 

The reason here adduced cannot be regarded as ‘ inconclusive ’ , because 
if the thing were perceptible without its manifestation having come about, 
all things would become perceptible — Such, however, is not the case Hence 
the case is quite the reverse — (3096) 

It has been argued, under Text 2911, that — “ Just as objects are appre- 
hended by the Eye and the other Sense-organs, which are themselves not 
cognised, so, m the same manner, are things apprehended by Cognitions, 
without these latter being themselves cognised, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXT (3096) 

Being themselves ‘ insentient 1 the Eye and other Sense-organs 

DO NOT APPREHEND THINGS , THEY ONLY SERVE AS THE CAUSE 
OF COGNITION OF THOSE THINGS (3096) 

COMMENTARY 

Like the things themselves, the Sense-organs are insentient , hence 
they do not direotly apprehend things , they only serve as the cause of the 
Cognition of those things, — by virtue of which fact it is assumed that 
things are apprehended by them , hence it may be that though themselves 
uncognised, things are ‘ apprehended ’ by them, in the sense that they 
bnng about the Cognition of the things. The Cognition itself, however 
does not do any such thing for the things , by virtue of which it could be 
said that “ though itself uncognised, it apprehends things, like the Eye and 
other Sense-organs *' 

“ But the Cognition does bring about the manifestation of things ” 

That cannot be right , because “ manifestation ” is synonymous with 
< Cognition ’ As a matter of fact, all such words as * abhwyaJclt ’, ‘ upalabdhi 
parichchbuit * samvedana ’, etc etc are synonymous and do not 
denote different things And the Cognition cannot be its own instrument , 
as the operation of anything upon itself involves an incongruity , also because 
tilings produced are existent, while those not produced are non-existent 
iat is, when the Cognition would bring about itself, would it do so when it 
is itself produced > Or would it do so when it is itself n ot-produced ! 
is first alternative cannot be accepted, because it would be produced as 
°mg on the same footing as itself ; because when one thing does not stand 
if 1 i 8am ° f00 ^S as it cannot bo of the same nature as tins latter, 

t. **' wou ^ incongruities , — nor can it be right to bring about a 

na uro that has been already produced , because there is no additional 
pec innty introduced, and also because there would be no end to such 
luffing about of things — Nor can the second alternative be accepted , simply 
cause it does not exist , and there can be no functioning of what does not 
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oxist , because the non-existent w characterised by the absence of all 
capacity » so that, if it did function, it would cease to be non-existent In 
fact capacity for efficient activity is what constitutes the existence of things 
Tima thero is no analogy between the example cited by the other party 
and the ca3c it is meant to illustrate — (3006) 

Tfc has boon argued under Text 2912, that “The fact of being cognised is 
of no use m the matter of the \ahdifcy of Cognitions, etc etc” 

Tho ansu or to this is ns follows — 


TEXT (3097) 

Thus then, the fact of being cognised is of great use in the matter 

OF THE VALIDITY OF COGNITIONS , BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO 
APPREHENSION OF THINGS WHICH IS NOT ITSELF 
COGNISED — (3097) 

COMMENTARY 

Says the Opponent— “ If the Cognition is cognised by its own Cognition, 
then its \ nlidity is solf -sufficient, inherent in itself ’ 

This zs what is anticipated and answered in the following 


TEXTS (3098-3099) 

Even » the Cognition of itself by ttself, " 
thebe can be no certainty regarding its VALID! 

OF THE POSSIBILITY OF CAUSES OF 

sent Consequently it is not ascertained 
IS COGNISED IS A REAL ENTITY , BECAUSE 

hension can also be dee to BOUBW 
thebe is always the possibility of the 

IMPOSITION (MISCONCEPTION) OF 

SOMETHING ELSE —(3098-3099) 

COMMENTARY 

Merely because the thing has been ^dent upon other 

Hence even when the 

causes , on has been explained n se ^ ^ ^ ^ ohjact remains un- 
OogniUon is cognised by itself, t P ^ preW t, in the shape of s.nul- 
certam, because causes of' miscon icep h bar the wa y to cer- 

“nty absence of repeated experience and ^ Cerent bon. 

tainty Specially because certainty { conception that extra- 

peous conditions are needed, m wew 
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to be extraneous, not inherent , which view is not open to objection — Tins is 
what has been thus declared — ‘ The Cognition itself is cognised by itself, but 
its validity is ascertained by usage ’ 

* Tathatve ’ — regarding its validity — (3098-3099) 

It has been argued under Text 2913, that — " Like valid Cognition, 
Invalid Cognition also operates upon its object by itself , but the fact of its 
being false cannot bo appiehended without another means of Cognition " 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3100) 

Just as repeated Cognition is regarded as valid by itself, — so 
ALSO IN SOME CASES WRONG COGNITION IS INVALID BY ITSELF 

—(3100) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Repeated Cognition ' — such Cognition as lias bean apprehended 
repeatedly 

Just as m some cases validity is recognised as self-sufficient — as asserted 
above, — in the same manner, m some eases, wrongness or Invalidity also 
is recognised by itself For instance, it is found that people suffering from 
deranged vision recognise, through repeated experience, the wrongness of 
the illusion regarding the ‘ Hair-tuft ’ immediately after its appearance 
—(3100) 


It has been argued under Text 2914, that — “ It is only when there appears 
the Cognition of the truth being otherwise that the falsity of a Cognition 
becomes recognised ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3101) 

It has been already explained that the idea of falsity of the 
Cognition being ‘ due to the presence of sublattng Cogni- 
tions AND TO THE COGNITION OF ITS SOURCE BEING DEFECTIVE ’ 

involves Infinite Regress Hence the falsity (in- 
validity) CANNOT BE RECOGNISED MERELY ON THE 
BASIS OF THE SAID COGNITIONS (3101) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Already explained ’ — under Text 3004 
' Tat ’ — Hence — (3101) 
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It has boon nrguod under Text 2915, that—" Invahdity does not become 
recognised on any other grounds , at the time that it appears, it is always 
recognised as valid, ote etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3102-3103) 

It OANNOT be recognised that it is valid at tee tike that it appears , 

— BECAUSE IT IS NOE-CONCEPTUAL AND BECAUSE SELF-COONEITON 
IS NOT ADMITTED — NOR OAN IT BE RECOGNISED BY ANOTHER 

Cognition; because it is not thebe at the time, 

ALSO BECAUSE ITS PRESENCE IS NOT MANIFESTED , OR 
BECAUSE OF AN UNDESIRABLE CONTINGENCY 

— (3102-3103) 


COMMENTARY 

At the time that the Cognition appears (comes about)— (a) is it recognised 
bv itself that it is valid 1 Or (6) is it so recognised by another Cognition, 
appearing at the same time ? Or (c) by another Cognition, appearing at 
another time ? — Those are the three alternatives possible 

la) The Cognition cannot be recognised by itself, as valid, because, 
ns regards themselves, all Cognitions are rum-concept (indeterminate), 
and honco any such notion as that ' this is valid is impossible 

d (6) Nor is the apprehension of a Cognition by another Cognition admitted 
(by So other party)', because it has been held that Cognition is always 

Un Tortn th0 cognition be oogmsed by another Cognition, appearing at 

the same time ' ' 5 ®^ al ^^^°^'^^ lI ^^,gr n cQ^nt^i! e al)peMing !l at. another 
Nor can it be cognise ? . th(B other Cognition,-—' what ib 

time, because^ there “ ^ ot be i;BW , s o that the Cognition 
cognised by that third °°6 b(j one whose mam festat.on has 

cognised by that third hold thot this also is cognised by yet another 


, „ . nQ-jf. t Vj a t Even m eases where the 

» Uas been P— 

falsity is explained to others, 

not mere similarity . 

The answer to this is as follows 
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TEXTS (3103-3106) 

In connection w i th the Veda, it has been already pointed out 

THAT THEBE IS A SUBLATING COGNITION IN THE FORM OF Inference ; 
HENCE BY THE REJECTION OF THE ‘ SOUL ’ AND OTHER THINGS MEN- 
TIONED in the Veda, it becomes established that the Cognition 

DERIVED FROM THE VeDA CANNOT BE VALID. — As IT HAS BEEN 
PROVED TEAT THE VEDA IS THE WORK OF A PERSONAL AUTHOR, THE 
FACT OF ITS HAVING A DEFECTIVE SOURCE IS ALWAYS OPEN TO SUS- 
PICION — If the capacity in question (i.e. validity) were in- 
herent in Cognitions, just as the capacity to burn is inherent 
in Eire, — then such validity should belong to wrong Cog- 
nitions also — Thus it is open to suspicion that the Cognition 

PROVIDED BY THE VEDA PROCEEDS FROM A DEFECTIVE SOURCE, AND 
WHAT IS suspected TO BE DEFECTIVE DOES NOT DIFFER FROM WHAT IS 
ACTUALLY PERCEIVED TO BE DEFECTIVE — (3103-3106) 

COMMENTARY 

Mora similarity is not urged by the Buddhists as what annuls the 
Cognition provided hy the Veda , what is urged by them is that such things 
the Soul, the Universal and the like, which are mentioned in the Veda, 
are rejected by all Means of Valid Cognition This has been explained in 
the Chapters dealing with the ‘ Soul etc 

Further, under the chapter on the ‘ Revealed Word ’, it has been proved 
that the Vedas must be the work of an author , — or even if they were without 
an author, — it is possible that there may be sources of falsity, as there is m 
the case of the Eorest-fire (which is regarded by some people as self-produced, 
which is not true) , consequently it is possible that what is said in the Veda 
may bo false ; — this is what has been urged by the Buddhists, not mere 
similarity 

The following might be urged — “ Even though tlus may be possible. 
Jet, how can mere possibility establish the invalidity (falsity) of what is 
said in the Veda ? ” 

The answer to this is — ‘ What is suspected to be defective, etc etc ’ — The 
compound * Shankyadosam 7 is to be expounded as — * that m which defects 
are suspected * 

Does not differ ^ etc ’ — Because the validity of both is equally liable to 
being regarded as non-existent — ( 3103 - 3106 ) 


The following Text sums up the argument — 
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TEXT (3107) 

» 

HAS BEEN °°W«M» and expounded by 
ESO irs TOO ape definitely RECOGNISED 
AS FREE FROM DEFECTS — (3107) 

COMMENTARY. 

expounded by persons free from defects ' -Tins weir, please accept,-if you 
wish to establish the validity (reliability) of the Veda 

What is meant is that.-if this view is accepted, then the validity 
wouH be extraneous, if this view is not accepted, then there can be no 
validity at all —(3107) 


The following Tatis set forth Rumania’s answer to the argument that 
‘ the new should be accepted that the Veda is the work of a Person recognised 
as free from defects ' — 


TEXTS (3108-3113) 

" As THERE GO OH APPEARING ON THE SCENE EXPOUNDERS OF THE VEDA 
WHO ARE BESET WITH LOVE, HATRED, ETC , — PEOPLE BECOME jrOBE 
AND MORE CAREFUL IN THE PRESERVING OF THE VERIO TEXT To 
THIS END, THEY GO ON INVESTIGATING AIL SUCH MINUTE DETAH5 
AS — (n ) WHICH SCHOLAR HAS A WEAK MEMORY ’ — (b) WHO WAS THE 
EARLIER SCHOLAR * — ( C ) TOO WOULD COMMIT MISTAKES REGARDING 
ACCENTS * — (d) WHO WOULD BE BREAKING UP WORDS IN THE WRONG 

places ’—When there are so many enthusiastic scrutinisebs 

BUSY WITH THE GUARDING OF THE VARIOUS POINTS OF DANGER, WHY 
CANNOT THE SERIOUS READER STUDY THE VEDA FREE FROM FLAWS ’ 

— If Vedic scholars, though themselves pure and honest, 

WERE INDIFFERENT TOWARDS THE PURITY OF THE VEDA, THEY 
MIGHT BE UNABLE TO NOTICE THE VEDIC TEXT MUTILATED , — AND 
IN THIS WAY IN COURSE OF TIME, THE VEDA, DISREGARDED AND 
MUTILATED, WOULD BECOME SOSIETHOvG QUITE DIFFERENT, A 
MERE SEMBLANCE OF THE VEDA — UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, IF 

the Veda is constantly and carefully guarded by persons 

WHO KEEP A CHECK UPON PERSONS BESET WITH LOVE AND HaTE 
BENT UPON MUTILATING THE VEDA, — THEN THE VedA WILL NEVER 
LOSE ITS REAL FORM ” —(3108-3113) 


COMMENTARY 

fa) The memory, etc of which scholars are weak ’-(6) who bee learnt 
the Veda from whom 1~i c) who is likely to commit mistakes in the Accra . 
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etc * — (d) who would read the text, breaking up the words m the wrong 
place * — w lion in regard to each reader of the Veda, all those points are being 
critically examined by Vcdic scholars who are enthusiastically devoted to 
their task, — how can any reader of the Veda, under the circumstances, not 
read the Veda with care ’ 

What is meant by this is that, under the circumstances, as there can be 
no suspicion regarding the validity of the Veda,— why should the view be 
admitted that ‘ tlio Veda is tlio work of a person definitely recognised as 
free from defects ’ ’ 

For instance, if students of the Veda, pure and honest themselves, 
were indifferent and did not notice the mutilations of the Veda being earned 
on, — then it w ould be possible that in course of time, that Veda w ould become 
a mere somblance of the ongmal. As a matter of fact, however, the said 
pure-minded Vedic scholars are ever alert m putting a check upon people 
beset with Love and Hate bent upon mutilating the Veda, — the Veda is 
alw ays carefully porceiv ed How then can it ever lose its onginal form ' — 
(310&-.HU) 

The following might be urged {by the Opponent of the MimamsaLu)-- 
Though the Veda is constantly guarded by the said scholars, jet may it not 
bo that having become destroyed at the Umveisal Dissolution, when it 
reappeared, it did so in the wrong form '' 

The Mwmwsaia'o answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3114) 

‘ What jve hold is that the Would has never been unlike what 

IT IS NOW , AND NO UNIVERSAL DISSOLUTION CAN EVER BE 
PERCEIVED IN REALITY.” — (3114) 


COMMENTARY 

Tlio Author supphes the answer to the above argument of Kumanla’s 

m the following — 


TEXT (3115). 


It CANNOT BE AS ASSERTED BECAUSE IT MAY BE POSSIBLE THAT THE 
ACTUAL \ L'RBAL TEXT HAS REMAINED THE SAME ; BUT THAT THE SAME 
HAS BEEN THE CASE WITH THE COMPREHENSION OP ITS 
MEANING CANNOT BE ADMITTED UNLESS IT IS 
ACTUALLY SEEN— (3115) 




verb^mlToMho’vCfr,' 1 ” 1 eXplmned b >' the - the fact that the 

then," w i. u tb# •-*>“* the same ha, not 

1 mi lln: ’ of comprehending the meaning of the Vcdic 



tattvasanokaha CHAPTER XXV 


; lmnoo fur its tins « eoncomod, it has to bo admitted that it lias 
boon i outpost'd nml expounded by a poison or persons recognised as free 
fioiu ilefcels — {3115) 

Kami us regards tho verbal toxt, there ean bo no certainty regarding its 
bring Dio Kami' at all tunes and plncos, moroly by seeing no change in it, — 
except to an omniscient person — This is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (3116-3117) 

That thi. vlrdal text has remained the same can be ascertained 

ONLY BY A rl.ltSON TO WHOM ALL MEN, AND AIL TIMES AND PLACES 
AUK VISIBLE LIKE THE FRUIT IN THE HAND , IF IT WERE NOT 
SO, THEN, WHY SHOULD THERE HAVE BEEN A DIFFERENCE 
OF OPINION DUE TO THE DIVERGENCE OF TIME, PLACE, 

PERSONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES * — (3116-3117) 

COMMENTARY 

Tim argument m support of tho preceding assertion is stated in tho words 
It ,t were not bo, etc. rtc.’-If the verbal text had remained the same, 
then there could be no difference of opinion— doubt— among pemons, regar - 
mg it, by reason of tho divergence of place, time, etc— {3116-3117) 

It lias boon assorted (by Rumania) under Texts 2275 and 8114 thats- 
" the world 1ms nexer been known to be unlike what it is now and that no 
Universal Dissolution can bo admitted ” 

Tho answer to tins is as follows 

TEXT (3118) 

_., T img •World has always 

y OU HA^NOPROOTrORTH^N ^ raE ‘ *»*»*>' ’ 

BE1A (DlSSOMJTION) ALSO CANNOT EE BOOMD SIMPLY 

because rr is not seen — (3U8) 

COMMENTARY 

. nf the idea that the World has always 
There is no evidence m support of the idea 

boon ns it is now. f f1l - • Samvarta ’ as the dissolution of a» things , 

Tho Buddhists speak of the ™ world was a mass of dark- 

„J S mrU— alsc .have dee ^-^J^owable, as If asleep all 
ness, unknown and undiscemib , ^ the roen tion of two lends of 

round ‘ (Menu, Chapter I) n0 oof to the effect that tb«e ,» 

' Samaria’, ' Dissolution. which the world 

■»— °“ g “ ~ ‘ 
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that it does not exist , because it often happens that a thing, even though 
existent, lb not seen , specially as it is not known that there is invariable 
concomitance between * non-exibtenee ’ and ‘ non-perception ’ — (3118) 


Then again, the validity of the Veda being self-sufficient, it always brings 
about certainty regarding its subject-matter , so that there can be no delusion 
regarding it , — and as it is eternal, there is no likelihood of its essential nature 
being altered , — thus in neither of the two ways can there be any mutilation 
of the Veda, — in accordance with your view Under the circumstances, all 
the attempt that has been made by Vedic Scholars to preserve the text 
of the Veda has been superfluous 

This is what is pointed out in the following — 


TEXTS (3119-3122) 

Under the view that the validity of cognitions is inherent in 

THEM, CERTAINTY OF CONVICTION MUST BE REGARDED AS BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY THE VEDA by itself, IN REGARD TO ITS OWN FORM (TEXT) , 
HENCE THERE CAN BE NO POSSIBILITY OF DELUSION IN RESPECT TO 

that — Thus, there being no room for ignorance, or doubt, 
OR MISCONCEPTION,— even the infant of the BrShmana SHOULD 
not require any teaching — Just as there is no possibility 
of the destruction of the thing whose hoot (cause) is un- 
known, HOW could there be any destruction (mutilation) 
of what is eternal and superior even to the diamond (in its 

INDESTRUCTIBILITY) ? — If IT BE SAID THAT “ THERE MAY BE DES- 
TRUCTION IN THE SHAPE OF PERVERSION OF THE MANIFESTATION ”, 

THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH manifestation 
OF WHAT IS ETERNAL HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED — HENCE IF 
WISE PEOPLE SEEK TO PRESERVE THE VEDIC TEXT, THE ATTEMPT IS 
ENTIRELY SUPERFLUOUS —(3119-3122) 


COMMENTARY 

Infant of a Brahmana ’ — a Bralimana-child 
Thus far it has been shown that the destruction (or mutilation) of the 
Veda is not possible, if it is self-sufficient m its validity. The author now 

tlus^nd h 8 14 18 " 0t P 08sibl °- on account of its c iemahty also , to 

this end. ho puts the question-' How could there be, etc etc 

ofthe^L U g r Stenl e,C ’~ th “ ,S t0 * ‘ de8trUotloa ’ 

’ SS ' — manifestation 
* Asya ' — of tho Veda — (3119-3122) 


The following Text sums up the whole section — 
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TEXT (3123) 

For these KEAbONb PEEASE accept the view that there HAS BEEN 
an Author of the Veda, — one who ie capable of semno thihoe 

BEYOND THE SENSES, WHO HAS SHAKEN OFF THE ENTIRE MASS 
OF DARKNESS AND IGNORANCE, AND WHO IS CONVERSANT 
WITH THE MEANING OF THE VEDA AND ITS DIVISIONS 

—(3123) 


COMMENTARY 

* Darkness ’ — i c Ignorance, ‘afflicted’ as wol! as ‘ unnfflietod ’ \vidv 
Yogasiilra — ' Vrltayah-UisldUiitdh ’] , the ‘ mass ’ of tins Ignoianeo has bran 
shaken off bv him , — ‘ conversant with its divisions ’ — i e the right expounder 
‘ Author ’ — i e of the Veda 

Thus it has been established that the Proposition, (of the Mimdmsaha) 
is found to bo entirelv annulled by Means of Valid Cognition,— his Reason, 
m the shape of ‘ being present when the other is present ’, is Inconclusive,— 
the proof for the Reason (adduced bv the Buddhist) being present uhere the 
I’robandum is present has been already indicated above, under Text 2039 
As regards the four alternatives set forth (bv the Mimdmsaha) under tile 
commentary on Text 2811, [(1) Both validity and invalidity are inherent in 
cognitions, — (2) Both are extraneous at times,— (3) Validity n inherent and 
Invalidity is extraneous,-^ (4) Validity is ^™, iCO i« and Inva ;dit y ,s 
inherent], -and the objections urged against three of them.-tiwy do 
not affect the Buddhists at all Because they do not accept any _of ^ 

rx " i “ .’.r- - — ■ — ,.“rs« 

vauoicy, may . fh d four alternatives only , as o fifth 

was not right to put foru a fch hard and fast rule applying 

alternative was also possible that there can « 

to all cases eu t.rely different explanation of the 

Other people have offered „ . Qtia1 *> yalidity consists 

Proposition (regarding the LneeTtnmst be natural (inherent) 

m bemg of the nature ^^“ to the presence of any excellences , as 
m all cognitions, it cairno tbd the ^ I8 urong cognition, it » qwte 

oven in the absence of excellences, _ ^ q{ 00gmtlon - It is for this 

{or the bringing about of the va i tfj/ t , s no t correct to say that 

The above view ^ CoLciousness , as in that ease there 

validity consists in being o ® _lf ,t be held that-" Va j’ d * ^ ' 
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cognition, it is quite possible that there should be validity ” (as asserted 
above) Because if Validity were held to be a particular form of Cognition, 
— then alone could there be anv justification for the pointing out of the 
falsitv of the premiss that the same validity is due to the presence of excel- 
lences — not of anything else As a matter of fact, however, when it has 
boon asserted that “ it is present also m wrong cognition ’, the falsity 
pointed out is not m the premiss that 1 the particular form of Cognition is 
due to the presence of excellences — but in regard to Cognition in general ; 
and the other party docs not hold that cognition m general is brought about 
by excellence-' , it is only a particular cognition that is held to be so brought 
about , and it is not possible to point out falsity m the premiss that ‘ a 
particular cognition is brought about bv excellences 

Then again, ue also do not hold thtOrfranemut validity to be due to 
excellences, by denying which toil ore seeking to prove inherent validity 
What no hold is that a particular cognition, even though apprehended, 
might be due to a mistake, and ns such it cannot bring about the certainty 
of conviction m accordance with the said apprehension , hence it is concluded 
that validity, being due to tlio appearance of the said conviction; must be 
extraneous 


Further, the same mnv be said in regard to Invalidity also , as follows 

Invalidity is of the essence of cognition , — and this is natural and inherent 
in cognitions,— -and not due to defects, because it is possible even when 
there is no defect, as in the case of Bight Cognition , that is why Invalidity 
is said to bo inherent , and all that the defects do is to set aside the Excel- 
lences , hence it is for the setting aside of the excellences, that the Invalidity 
needs the defects,— not for tho bringing about of the Invahditv itself 

Tims there is nothing m the explanation put forward abovB by some 
people 


Ubeyala, on the other hand, has declared as follows — “ The validity 
Of cognitions consists, not in their being of the nature of Consciousness, but 
in being in conformity with the real state of things , because, m a case where 

t here IS Consciousness, if there is no conformity with the real state of things 

the Cognition is invalid , e g the cognition of silver m regard to the piece of 
shell , and conversely, oven when there is no Consciousness, if there is 
conform,^ with real stato of things, the cognition is valid -eg the cognition 

” H<moe from P°«tive and negative concomitance, 

ouows that T ahdity consists in being m conformity with the real state of 


which br.nes°^ lt Tn° f ^ COnioTmit > r P roceeds from that same cause 

nn afeotr, 7*°* “solf.-not any other c,r- 

cimv.tnnt.nl conditions , it is m tins sense that tho validity of cognitions is 

’- the ' - ’ 0" the worJ RS ■ 
means “dncTo f ^ tO " f '’ S0 ‘hat the word ‘ svatalj 

Z 'L ' " ,tS <Wn causo ’ T1 '0 half of the passage — ‘ the 

bv r , r ?° l prwent m “* tiling itself cannot be pioduced m ,t 

Ides' oV It sT* 1 ° T to point out the reason for denying the 

ides Of US being brought about bv other circumstances , the meaning being 
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tliot * the capacity which is not present in the thing itself cannot be brought 
about by anything else , — i e by anything else besides the onuses bringing 
about the Cognition itself ’ ” 

The following might be urged against the above view — As a matter of 
fact, the causes of cognitions are common to valid as well as invalid cognitions , 
how then could validity be invariably concomitant with the mere character 
of ‘ being the cause of cognitions ’ ? — From this it is clear that validity is 
duo to other circumstantial causes, not merely to the cause of tlio cognition 
itsolf This ‘ other circumstantial cause ’ must be one that is accompanied 
by excellence-; , so that the cause of validity would consist also m the ex- 
cellences of tlio Sense-organs and other Instruments of Cognition In the 
case of Verbal Cognition the excellence of this other cause, as ascertained from 
actual experience, consists in ‘being composed (spoken) bv a trustworthy 
person ’ So that there being no such composer (or Spenker) m the ense of 
the Veda, it would have to be regarded as mialid 


The answer to this (provided by Vbeyala) is ns follows — “ What has 
been just asserted does not affect our position , because it cannot be 
proved that, validity is due to other circumstantial causes It is not possible 
for us to recognise any positive functioning of the Excellences towards the 
bringing about of the effect in the shape of validity , what produces the 
idea of the cognition being in conformity with the real state of things is the 
cause m the shape of the Sense-organs and other Means of Cognition them- 
selves, independently of anything else A-s regards the function of the 
ointment (applied to the Eyes to remove defective vis.on),-th B t tends only 
towards the removal of defects, and not to the producing of excellences 

It might be argued that-Tlie Sense-organs and the other Heans of 
Cognition are there m the case of the invalid cognition also so thatujfe 
tlie*abov0 mew, validity should be produced m all cases . as the cause of 

would be there in its efficient condition 

“ This is not so, ” — says Ubeyal a—" because after the defects have 
been cured, other causes would become operative towards the brmgmg 

about of particular „ not the contrary of tins accepted 

The following might Ite m-ge ™ { Gognltl0 n bnng about uirong 

—that the Sense-organs and other Means * on t])B curo o{ the 

cognitions, independently of ot er operatlvB towards bringing 

excellences, other circumstantial cau ^ ^ fafe o{ thm gs » 

about the right cognition in this )B so , but through 

rmyaha's answer to this is as follows - Tn* . ™ cas0 

positive and negative « loncomitauc same ‘presence of 

Inference, that what brings ltsol{ , and hence it h 

three factors’ which br “f "„ Rls0 ^he validity would bo produced 
assumedthatinthecaseofP^tiona^ ^ ^ tho ng 
by the same cause that produc t n<Jt found to be produced 

cogmtion, on the other hand, it m an ^ ^ flnd )t leads to the 

by the Sense-organs and oir cumstant.al causes.-Th«s tl.cro 
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[The Anther's rnswer to the above view of Uleyalo ] — All this is cer- 
tainly not free from objections For instance, it has been asserted that “ the 
validity of cognitions consists in its being in conformity with the real state 
of things : and that it proceeds from the cause of the cognition itself ’ — 
This is superfluous, futile ; because we also admit that 1 that cognition alone 
is vaLd which is in conformity with the real nature of things — which clearly 
means that Validity consists in being in conformity with the real state of 
tilings — But the ‘ cognition ’ is specially mentioned as qualifying " vahditv ' , 
validity is not regarded as belonging directly to the Smoke and such other 
means of cognition which are themselves not of the nature of • cognition ’ ; 
hence it cannot be admitted that validity consists only in ‘being in conformity 
with the real state of things \ Specially because it is Cognition alone which 
is primarily operative towards things to be abandoned or acquired For 
instance, even though the Smole which is invariably concomitant with Fire, 
is there, — the Agent does not have recourse to activity towards the securing 
of the Fire, until the cognition of the Smole comes about ; which shows that 
it i« the cognition that is the direct and immediate prompting agent towards 
the man's activity. Tiiis has been thus declared — The Cognition must be 
valid, because that is the primary cause of Rctmty towards things to be 
abandoned or obtained '. 


As regards the character of ‘ being in conformity with the real state of 
things ’. which belongs to the Cognitions, and which is there m the form of the 
capacity to lead up to the thing cognised.— this consists in this same getting 
at tic thing ; as it is only m regard to this that Invariable Concomitance ,<= 
possible ; end the capacity of things forms their very nature or essence , 
h=nee who could ever think of securing it from other things, — in view of which 
it would have to be specially denied * Because when the thing itself has 
been produced it cannot be that its property and nature have not been pro- 
duced. If this were so then there would be incongruities 

This validity then though being the very essence of the cognitions, 
cannot be recognised until the effects of the cognition have been brought 
about.— because of the presence of causes likely to lead to wrong cognitions 
the effect is ascertained from extraneous causes such as the cognition 
° e -v‘ a,r * urf'C”. Hence when the validity is said to be extraneous, it is 
in re erence to the said certainty regarding it, not in reference to its being 
-^''’Tncntty. there can be no useful purpose served by the denial 

dismite a* ‘ <° f tUe " Uatty b - v othe ~ cau£es i as on that point there is no 

,i~“ ‘ " \ * tbe ccria ‘ r ‘ ! !h however, regarding the capacity of 

j.“ ' . 8 1 ° . thst rt is bought about by extraneous causes This 

-re <fa '' Klin ' arila himself}— “ The capacities of things 

cin-* 1 ,™™^ esumption based upon the fact that certain effects 
• Un "“ otherwise ” [SHo-TS , p. 341], 

t>, nj f 8r ^' ment that “ th “ capacity that does not belong to a 
P :° d "r b -" else ”, -wliich has been put 

=.rcamstan*ml""cau -. 1 tuT'”’ ^ th ° ° £ th ® Vabdjt -' bem S du ® to other 

can-es,_tlwt i= equally applicable to Invalidity also: so 
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that that also should have to be regarded as inherent- in tho cognition 
Hence the Reason adduced is no Reason at all , as it is false and raconolusne 
It lias been argued that — “ Eteelienoes are never recognised ns operating 
positively towards tho bringing about of Invalidity " 

It cannot be understood what the clear meaning of this affirmation is 
What is the meaning of this ' positive operation ’ ? — If it means intentional 
activity towards the producing of a certain effect, following upon the doter 
mmation.that ' I shall do this — then such activity cannot be possible for 
tile Sense organs Nor is it possible for tilings to act intelligently and 
intentionally , because all things being momentary , effort and activity arc 
impossible , consequently, for tile Sense-organs also, no positive activity is 
possible ; and hence they can never serve ns Causes — If it be argued that — 
“ ovon without any operation in the form of activity, the Sense organs operate, 
by their more presence, ton aids the production of effects , mid ns such are 
Held to bo Causes ”, — then the answer is that this can be said, with equal 
reason, in regard to Excellences also In tho producing of the effects, all 
Causes are not always found to have an activity apart from their mere pro 


sence — Th e following might be urged — “When the Excellences are present, 
tho Defects disappear, and thence comes about validity , so tlmt, astlwss' get 
through the disappearance of the defects, it is said that there eon bo no 
positive operation possible for the Excellences ” — The same, how ever, mat lie 
said regarding the Defects also , for instance, when, the Defects are present, 
the Excellences disappear and thence there comes about mvaMtfy , hence 
towards the bringing about of Invalidity also, the Defects would hoio no 
positive operation Thus Invalidity also would be inherent,— there being 
no difference between the two cases As a matter of foot, Defects are never 
found to set aside Excellences and operate directly towards the bringing 
about of Invalidity Hence there can be no causal relation apart tom the 
condition that the presence and absence of one thing is concomitant with he 
presence and absence of the other Such causal relation is equally possible 
for Defects as well as Excellences 

It has been argued that-” The form of the 
Means of Cognition, independently of anything else, serves to bring a i 
cognitions in conformity with the real state of things , 

This also is not right, because, all cogmtions M » " 

be valid, — as their efflc.ent cause would ^always presen P > ^ 

would be of the nature of Conscious^ "itly related to 

nature of Consciousness, as Pj-t ® ““f n thore are defects, then efficient 
the preceding cognition , so that even when therem^ ^ ^ __ 

- * - — o/ " ,mgs "°' M ^ 

in the same way, be there in aU^gmtions bnngmg about 

The following might be caw , because Valid, tj 

Invalidity, the efficient oi ™^ > never be present m the 

and its opposite, flf ^ of the essence aj Conscious, 

lwwexwfcanbe present in all cases, without any opposition . 
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If that is so, then the Sense-organ by itself, independently of every- 
thing else, cannot turn out to be the cause , because, even when the Sense- 
organ is there in its efficient, condition, its effect, in the shape of Validity, 
docs not come about What is independent of everything else can never 
fail to be productive of its effect , and alien between two things, one does not 
come about even w hen the other is there the former cannot be regarded as 
lm\mg the latter ns its only cause , if it did so, there would be incongruities 
Then again, vou have got to explain this — If Validity has its efficient 
cause present in its perfect condition, w hy is it that it does not come about, 
even when the Defects are there ? — If the answer is that — “ it does not come 
about on account of the presence of the Defect, which is a cause operating 
against the Validity”, — then, the same may be said regarding Invalidity 
also , it does not come about at the time on account of the presence of the 
Sense-organ, etc which are the cause oporatmg against the Invalidity 

Further, even if the Validity were unwilling to come about because it 
is afraid of the Defect which operates against it. — how could its own cause 
which is present there in ita efficient condition, ignore the effect » In fact, 
the untrammelled potency of the cause would be manifested only if it forced 
tho effect to come about oven though unwilling — If the idea is that the 
Sense-organ would not bring about Validity, when its potency would be 
obstructed by the presence of Defects, — then, being impotent, it could not 
bring about the Cognition either Otherwise it would not be true that 
Validity is brought about by the cause of the Cognition itself ” , as it would 
not come about even w hen the Cognition has come about If between two 
things, one is not produced even when the other has been produced, — then 
both cannot be regarded as necessarily havmgthe same cause , os for instance, 
when the pnAfy-sprout is not produced on the production of the Kodrava- 
sprout , and it has been found that even when the Cognition has been 
produced, its Validity is not always produced , hence there is non-appre- 
hension of the wider character —Then again, when a Potency forms the very 
essence of a thing, nothing can obstruct it, without destroj mg the nature of 
that thing Thus then it may be possible to assert as follows— Please 
accept the view that there is validity of all Apprehensions, because tho 
totenev which is inherent in a thing cannot be destroyed bv anything else ’ 
r« parody of Rumania's assertion] 


,s J",i might be t ,r ged — “ Vffiat is held to be the cause of validity 

Sense >e T Scns °' 0rgan nnd other Means °f Cognition, but only such 
applicnbtr ° ° nTG f r eefrom defects . so that the above objections are not 


1" the slZclraa,! hen tC tl " S that what brm S® about the Validity 

from the cause of ill tO* 7 '"' ^"ences-wh.cl, « something different 
equipped wit], TV n E "' tlon ltsolf , because it is only when a thing is 

-,1V Itmt “ the va!,d, °V CC ^i “ ^ fr °"‘ defeCtS Thm vou cannot 

-tnntial causes ” ” " 0t known to bo brOH Sbt about bv other rarcum- 


V hat the Exccllenc 
producing of mhdity ” 


cs Operate towards is the removal of defects, not. the 
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That cannot be right ‘ Removal ’ is a mere negation , hence there 
can be no operation towards it , for instance, it is not possible for nnvthing 
to have any operation towards a non-entity, like the ‘ Hare’s Horn % wluch 
is not something to be produced 

It has been argued that — “ In tho case of Inference, it has been found 
that the presence of the Three-factors, which produces the Cognition, brings 
about the Validity also ” 

This also is inadmissible What brings about the Inferential Cognition 
is, not msrelv the presence of the three factors, but also such excellences in 
tho coqniser as absence of delusion , and full remembrances and impressions 
For instance, even when the three factors are present, if the man lias no rocol 
lection of the relationship and other impressions regarding these factors, 
the Inferential Cognition does not appear at oil , consequently, from this 
positive and negative concomitance, it is clear that it is not true that nhnt 
produces the validity is the same cause that produces the coqmtson itsolf 
Hence the conclusion to the contrary remains irresistible 

It lies also been argued thatr— “ The effect m the shape of wrong coqmtion 
docs not proceed from the mere Sense-organs ” 

This is an extremely audacious statement It implies the possibilitj 
of Wrong Cognitions appearing independently of the Sense-organs When 
one thing, by its very nature, does not proceed from another, it can neser 
be dependent upon, the latter, as otherwise, it would lead to absurdity 
As a matter of fact, even the cognitions of 1 two moons ’ and the like which 
appear m men suffering from defective vision, timer appear mdependenth 

is described as ‘conformity with the real shite of 
things — -then how ,s it ascertained that the Cognition produced bs thc 

v„r» ,■ «*“ ”■ 

.< -» ” » — - “ 

would lead to incongruities . j m t j w ense of the Ycdn, 

Thus it is found that the \ a l y is o] j ( i ns verbal net-work 

— -in the hope of establishing o w ios ^ t jj, s effort has been 

has been spread out (by the 3 * ima ’™ a ’ hm i „ ln the hope of finding nee 
like tlie effort of the man who thumps mer ’ 

This point need not be laboured any further -(3123) 


End of Chapter XXV 



CHAPTER XXVI 

Examination of the ‘ Person of Super -normal Vision ’ 

COMMENTARY 

It ha* been declared in the Introductory Verses ( Text ? 5-6) that — 
1 The great Teacher, the best of Expounders, has expounded the doctrine of 
,he Inter volved Wheel of Causation, — having abounding Meiey acquired 
during vast aeons of time, after bowing to this same Teacher, this Com- 
pendium of True Doctrines is being composed * —-Herein it has been asserted 
that the Doctrine of the 1 Intervolved Wheel of Causation ' is qualified as 
having been taught by an Omniscient Person 

In support of this notion, the Author proceeds with the mere introduction 
of this subject — 


TEXT (3124) 

Tiros, IT HAVING BEEN PROVED THAT THE VALIDITY OF ALL COGNITIONS 
IS NOT INHERENT IN THEMSELVES, NO ATTEMPT IS MADE TO 
PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF THE PERSON COGNISANT OF 
THINGS BEYOND. THE REACH OF THE SENSES 

—(3124) 

COMMENTARY 

Thus, i e. by the reasonings just set forth, — it is established that the 
Validity of all Cognitions is not inherent in themselves , — hence the existence 
of a Person knowing all things, even those beyond the reach of the Senses, 
becomes established without any. effort , consequently, for the purpose of 
proving this no further effort is being made — (3124) 

Question — “ How does it become established without effort ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (3125-3127) 

Inasmuch as the validity and reliability of the Veda also is 
due to a Person, —it follows from that itself that the said 

' ALIDm IS POSSIBLE ONLY’ IF THAT PERSON IS COGNISANT OF SUPER- 

sexsuous things If it were not so, then the Person would 
be liable to Ignorance, Doubt and Wrong Cognition , and 

WHEN such A PERSON WOULD BE THE AUTHOR OF THE VEDA, THIS 
latter COULD not HAVE ANY validity,— like other ASSERTIONS. 
. ASMUCH AS THE CONNECTION BETWEEN HEAVEN AND SACRIFICIAL 
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PERFORMANCE HAS BEEN ASSERTED BT EDI AFTER FELL KNOWLEDGE 
rr IS CLEAR THAT HE IS COGNISANT OF SEPEBSFNSYOrS THINGS 

This must be admitted by others also — ( 31 21 - 3127 ) 


COMMENTARY 

* Tasya ’ — of the Person 

' Tatah ’ — the Person, its composer 

‘ Tasmin < in the Yedn ; — the Locative ending i* m relation to tin 

word ‘ Pramunatu', ‘Validity’. 

‘ Validity ’ — capacity to moke known siipersensnons things m accordance 
with their true nature — Tins Iins been said in reference to the new of the 
other party 

What is meant is as follows — If you must insist upon the vnhditi and 
reliability of the Veda, — then that validity must be due to the Terson aim 
composed it, and not to the Veda itself This lias been explained nlreadi 
If this Author of the Veda is capable of perceiving snpprsensuoiis things 
—then alone can reliability belong to him, otherwise if the author -acre 
liable to wrong and doubtful cognitions the Veda would be just like the 
utterances of mad and demented people, and lienee entirely unreliable 
Hence it follou s that the Author of the Veda, whose existence has been pros ed 
m the chapter on ‘The Revealed Word’, must be regarded nt least bs 
implication, to be one who is capable of perceiving supersensuous things 
Hence there should be no denial of such an Author 

As a rule men have then powers of perception beset u.tl. defects like 
Love and Hate, and hence they are unable to perceive supereensuotis things 
having realised tins truth people lose all hope of establishing the trM « 
scriptures composed by such men , so when one seeks to obtain the kno 
7Sl mar m a and what .a Adhanaa, he will reh upon the rehab, i.n of 

the Veda, — just like the bird which is x “ ab,e t0 ^^ ! e J„ ont qim l,„e. 

With this idea, the MimBnmlas, being d ensl](nl , ( i 1!np= ilmr 

(*), deny the existence of the !)C J* nt h Lose and Haired, 

argument bemg as follows — All m g n d of these, thci 

etc as also by Ignorance, and not ™' p J! on w]l0 ie cnp „b!c of perceiving 
become confused ; hence there can ^ ^ be known on K through the 

supersensuous things , consequen , onh . „ ]„eh can make knov n 

Veda, not through the senses ; remot ' e mid near -not so the 

things past, present and future, Coenltl0 n’ [Shaba m-Bhfnn) 1,1 

Sense-organ or any other i * a ™. h fo n ow inc reasoning A thine 
support of tins «ew, thcJ ' pU e “s o{ Cognition known as ‘Non appro 
that, falls within the scope of th - ^ o{ Cognition (Sen- 

hension ’, winch consists m the absence of the ^ ^ fla „„„ . 

perception and thorest), can be r g t j,e score of tlu 

Tg the ‘ sky-lotus ’,-thc ommscu tJTa lLon !«.-! upon the nature 

said * Son-apprehension , bc J' M „„ of bom W and reiaoW 

of things , the Trobnndum M £ £ . ^n-npprehens.on »nh 

As for the negation o! this, it can be cogn 
— ( 3125 - 3121 ) 
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Sajs tho Mtmamsala's Opponent • — All that is cognisable is included 
under tho five things. Colour (Taste, Odour, Touch and Speech) , and men 
who know all these are well known , hence the il/inioniMiia’s Proposition — 
that ‘there is no one w lio knows all things’ — is contiary to ordinary ex- 
perience ” 

The Mimamsaka's answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (3128) 

“ All that is pertinent to the present context is the denial of 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF Dharma (BY Man) , WHO IS DENYING THE 
POSSIBILITY OF A PEBSON KNOWING OTHER THINGS * ” 

—(3128) 

COMMENTARY 

" In the present context, which deals with the question of the Reliability 
of tho Veda, all that is meant bv us is the denial of the existence of any 
person who knows all things relating to Dhanna, — not the denial of the 
person knowing all things that are included under the denotation of tho 
term ‘all’ Thus if people apply the term ‘omniscient’ (aft-knowing) to 
a certain person, in the sense that he knows all 'things except Dharma and 
Adharma, — w e do not deny this , hence our Proposition does not run counter 
to ordinary experience ” — (312S) 


“Further, if you Buddhists also urge, against us, the possibility of 
regarding, as ‘all-knowing’, the man who knows all tlungs except Dharma 
and Adharma, — then that is entirely superfluous — Tiles is what is pointed 
out in the following — 

TEXT (3129) 

“ In every case, the term ‘ all ’ is used in reference to the con- 
text , HENCE IF THERE IS A PERSON KNOWING dll tilings RELATING 
TO A CERTAIN CONTEXT, — WHAT HARM DOES THAT DO 
TO OCR POSITION « ” — (3129) 


COMMENTARY 

Question What is that 1 all ’ that relates to the present context ? 

.1 nailer — 

TEXT (3130) 

‘ There are certain effects (spoken of) which, if found impossible 

IN RELATION TO THE OBJECT DENOTED BY THE WORD, ARE 
AT I 1 LIED TO THE WORD ITSELF , HENCE THE MAN WHO 

knows the teord ‘ all may be called 
‘ aft-KNOWTNG ’ IN name ” — (3130) 


COMMENTARY 


* For mmplo, 
fco forth winch lay 


ill Grammar, wo find such assertions ns ' agnerdrl ’ and 
own such effects as tho addition of curtain affix-os , 
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" tlUS ; fiert Cannot faB bought about. B the Hung denied fa, the word 

— ’ TT"*’ "nphcation, they are appM to ^ 

themaelves, by Grammarmns -In the same manner, ,Y vou al ‘o hndma 
that it is impossible for any one to know all things, explain the tm • a lp 
appearmg m the statement of your doctrine, as standing for the mrd 
all ,-so that the man knowing the word ' all ’ would be 1 uff-knovnng ’ _ 
then this may be so m name ,— i e m name only , for no ono can prment a 
man applying to words -any meaning he likes, as tho naming of Hungs 
depends upon the mere whim of man ” — (3130) 


TEXT (3131) 

If the thing belated to the context is some such thing as Oil, 

Water ob Clarified Buitbh, — and it a person knowing all 

ABOUT SUCH A THING IS CALLED 1 ALL-ENOWING 
THEN HE MAY BE SO , WE DO NOT DENY 

THAT ”—(3131) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ If what is meant by the term ‘ all ’ are things other than Dharmn 
and Adharma, — such as Oil, Water, Clarified Butter, etc — and tho Person 
is regarded as ‘ all-knowing 1 on account of his knowledge of there things,— 
— thon your argument is superfluous ” — (3131) 

“ Further, is the ' ail-knowing ’ person regarded as such — because lie 
knows a little of the universe as a wholo * Or because ho knows the whole 
of it in full detail f— If the former, then it is futile , it being admitted bj us 
— This is pointed out in the following — 


TEXTS (3132-3133) 

“ The whole universe is included under the two terms tositix l 

AND ‘ NEGATIVE ’ , IF ONE WHO KNOWS THIS EPITOME OP THE WORLD 
IS CALLED ‘ ALL-KNOWING THEN WHO IS THEBE THAT DOLS 
NOT ACCEPT SUCH AN ‘ OMNISCIENT ’ PERSON 7 IN THE 
SAME WAY, THE TEEM ‘ ALL ’ MAY BE APPLIED ON THE 
BASIS OF SUCH UNIVERSAL TERMS AS * KNOWABLE , 

‘ COGNISABLE ’ AND THE LIKE (WHICH IN- 
CLUDE all THINGS) , IF ONE WHO KNOWS 
THIS IS CALLED ‘ OMNISCIENT ,— W HO 
CAN OBJECT TO THIS 7 " — (3132- 
3133) 


COMMENTARY 
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thus those two characters, ‘ positive ’ and 1 negative have boon described by 
us as standing for the entire universe , if, it is on the basis of the knowledge of 
the wliolo world in this form (as consisting of Positive and Negative entities), 
that the ‘ Omniscient Person ’ is sought to be proved, — even tins is acceptable 
to us But tins alone cannot prove the * omniscient character ’ of any 
person ” 

‘ This epitome of the world ' — Being of the Positive and Negative form 
constitutes the ‘ epitome ’ of the World, m the sense that it epitomises it 

Similarly if the whole world is viewed as ‘ knowable ’, * cognisable \ 
etc. — and one knowing it thus m * all -knowing *, — then tins also is what is 
readily admitted by us — (3132-3133) 


TEST (3134) 

“ When certain people have come to the conclusion that such 

AND SO MANY ARE all THE THINGS THAT EXIST, — ALL THOSE WHO 
KNOW THIS AND THOSE WHO HAVE LEARNT THE WORKS 
WRITTEN BY THEM SHOULD BE ‘ oB-KNOWING ’ 

—(3134) 


COMMENTARY 

It might be that there are some people who have come to the conclusion 
in their own systems that so many are all the things that exist, and have 
postulated them to be as such,— eg the Bauddhas have postulated the 
ivo Thought-phases ’ , — the Vaishesilas have postulated the ‘ Six 
Categories’ —the Naiydyikas have postulated the ‘Sixteen Categories’,— 
i loans, of Cognition’, ‘Objects of Cognition’ and so forth,— the Sankhyas 
have postulated the twenty-five Principles—' 1 Primordial Matter ’, the * Great 
nnciple and so forth— And one who knows these is held to be ‘all- 
knowing -In this way, it leads to absurdities , such as people who read 
1 10 works written by these people also become ‘ all-knowing ’ —(3134) 


AJJiA.1 (3135) 

4 F °r n !f®? N0 ^ 0KE WH0 kkowledge of the six • OBJECTS 01 
COGNITION , THROUGH THE SIX ‘ MEANS OF COGNITION WOULD 
BE KNOWING ALL ’ IN AN EPITOMISED FORM , WHO 
IS THERE WHO WOULD NOT ADMIT SUCH AN 
OMNISCIENT PERSON ? ”■ (3135) 

COMMENTARY. 

-PcLptS.hSt^” “'through the six Means of Cogmt.on 

— cognises the m kinds tf^O ? d ’ Prosum P hon and Non-apprehension 

bm this also wmdd be fu ll0 ' * T" b * reg " rded « 

futile, proving what is already admitted Because 
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— (a) Perception being restricted in its, scope to the fi\o objects, m -l,a)n 
of Colour, etc cannot apph to Dharma and Adharma , (6) InVtvm, tils,, 
envisaging the subject as related to the Probans ninth has, been togni'-ul ],\ 
Perception, cannot appertain to Vharma and Adharma . betnise Jihanmi 
etc — are beyond the reach of the senses , hence no relationship of these wuh 
anything can be apprehended bv Perception, — (r) ns records the Word 
even though it appertains wholly to imperceptible things, \ot throiich 
verbal cognition one cannot bo regarded os ‘ percoiv mg supprsonsiions things ’ . 
because verbal cognition, envisaging imperceptible tilings, cannot lie o! 
the nature of Perception ; and the man who is whol!\ nddicted to non- 
perceptional cognition can never he one ‘ porcciv ing superseneiioiis things ' . — 
(rf) as regards Analogy, envisaging Similarity and its adjuncts, ton never 
apply to Dharma and Adharma , as has been thus declared — ‘Hence what is 
remembered would be qualified by similarity , — and this would hi' the object 
of Analogical Cognition , or the similontv ns resting m that thing ’ 
(ShlokavarliLa — Analogy, 37),— (c) as regards Presumption, it envisages only 
a thing different from the ono in question, which, as heard of or seen, would 
be inexplicable without that other thing, lienee, it cannot appertain to 
Dharma and Adharma, as there is nothing either seen or heard of. whuh 
cannot be explained without the presumption of Dharma and Adharma 
Even if Presumption does envisage Dharma and Adharma,— it intinot m 
of the nature of Perception, lienee ono who rcstk upon it Lnnnot bo said to 
be ■ directly perceiving Dharma and Adharma ’ ,-(/) «s regards Aon appre- 
hension, OS it envisages only the absence oj cognisable things, it urn m 
onviaage Dharma and Adharma —(3135) 


Thus it has been explained that the attempt to prove the Omiuu, nd 

world in detail * — 

TEXT (3130) 

Prncn-C C. UW 151,1. OI IlTtll fT/A 

“ If one assumes the existence l __ sikj1i ^sumption is 

PERCEIVING ALL THINGS I. ' „ /•();((,) 

ABSOEUTEEE TUTIEE AND TAESE (» 


COMA HINT Alt A 

. „ iv uut lontluiivi to 111" fulUhiK nt 

• Mu, Dm ’-Futile, useless , because 
an S’-no f tTrel as engaging an impo-bi.itj -( .•*» 


Text shows m what way it wan m-F 




Tin* loUomng 
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TEXT (3137) 


“ Even in a single body, 

HAIRS, ETC , — WHO 


THERE ARE SO MANY ATOMS, AND SO MANY 
CAN KNOW ALL THESE - " — (3137) 


COMMENTARY, 


A* a null ter of fact, it is impossible for men to know m detail ail the 
atoms contained even in a single body , what to say of the knowledge of all 
the little details that go to make up the entire Universe — (31A0 


The following Text points out the futility of assuming the Omniscient 
Person • — * 


TEXT (3138) 

" It AN ATTEMPT WERE MADE TO PROVE THAT ONE HAS THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF THE DETAILS OF ALL INDIVIDUALS AND COMPONENTS OF THE WHOLE 
WORLD,— IT WOULD BE AS FUTILE AS THE INVESTIGATION 

of the Crow’s Teeth ”—(3138) 


COMMENTARY 

' Components * — Hands and Peet, etc Individuals -n the shape of 
the particular trees, Dftava, Khadira, PalSsha and so forth — ' Samasta, 
dc *- — all components and individuals the ' details * of these are in the 
shape of atoms, hairs, leaves and so forth , — one who has the knowledge of 
all this is 'Samasta )Hana', — the term ' jnana' standing for one who 
knows— the ' Lyvt-affrs . ’ m ‘jndna ’ denoting the active agent , — any attempt 
to prove, — establish the presence of — such a Inower — would be absolutely 
futile , that is, because, being impossible and not having any bearing upon 
Dharma and Adharma, it can be of no use in fulfilling any purpose of man. — 
(3138) 

This same idea is further supported by means of an illustration . — 


TEXT (3139). 

“ Just as the assertion that ‘ one knows all tkcnos with his eyes ' 
is futile, so also would be the Proposition that ‘ there 

IS A PEESON CAPABLE OF DIRECTLY PERCEIVING 

ALL THINGS ’ ” — (3139) 

COMMENTARY. 

This means that the Proposition is superfluous and also contrary to 
common experience — (3139) 

42 
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The following Tact proceeds to point out where there is difference of 
opinion, and the proving of which would be useful for man — 


TEXT!-) (,1140-3141) 

“ BY PROVE) R THE EXISTENCE OE THE PERSON KNOWISl. ONLY Dhanna 

and Adharma , whom the Buddhist postulates, — one secures the 

RELIABILITY AND ACCEPTABILITY OP THE ScRIPTUKE COMPOSED BY 
Him , AND BY DENYING THE SAID PeBSON, ONE SECURES TEE 
UNRELIABILITY AND REJECTABHITY OF THE SAID SCRIPTURE — THUS 
WHEN PEOPLE PROCEED TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF THE PERSON 
KNOWING ALL THE LITTLE DETAILS OF THE ENTIRE WORLD, THEY 
PUT THEMSELVES TO THE UNNECESSARY TROUBLE OF WRITING 
TREATISES ON THE SUBJECT AND CARRYING ON DISCUSSIONS ON 
THE SAME ’’ — (3140-3141) 


COMMENTARY. 

* Sva-dharnw, etc. etc.'— the Person cognisant of manna and Adharma,— 
as posited by the Buddhist himself , when there is proving or denying of 
such a Person The compound is to be taken as with the Locative on ng 
When there is (a) proving and (6) denying of such a person,— it becomes 
established whether the scripture composed by such a person is 

(0) “wm^sm^tTa^foho^-If the Party postulating the said Person 
With manna and AdWar on 1} , J coml Led bj the said Person 

Person— it becomes proved that the J * consl[icrs „on of onb 

should be rejected , when, ’ se treat ises and carry on dis- 

Dharma and Adharma, an pro , , affirmed bj one party n» 

SSTf— WSSU -a. - .. — -r - 

The Locative ending at the end of the compoimd 

r^E JSSESk--— " -* WM 

a „d Adharma then how can people have an, 

and what is immoral, eel ’ follows.— 

The Mima, male's answer to this 
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TEXTS (3142-3144) 

' PERCEPTION AND OTHER MEANS OF COGNITION REGARDING THE 

Omniscient Person having been discarded, it would follow 
that Morality and Immorality are cognisable through scrip- 
ture (Reliable Word) only — This alone being sufficient to 
establish the doctrine of the Mlmamsala, if an effort is made 
TO REFUTE THE EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON, IT IS 
LIKE AN ATTEMPT TO KILL WHAT IS ALREADY DEAD THE ‘ PERSON 
cognisant oe Dharma ’ HAVING BEEN REJECTED, ON THE GROUND 
OF HIS VERY ROOT BEING CUT OFF, — EF PEOPLE GO ON ASSERTING 
THE EXISTENCE OF OMNISCIENT PERSONS, IT IS LIKE THE THUMPING 

OF HUSKS ” — (3142-3144) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Kevalagama, etc etc ' — l e bemg cognisable through the reliable Word 
only — Though the term * agama ' connotes the reliable word in general, 
yet, here, by implication, it should be taken as standing for that Word (or 
Scripture) which does not emanate from Man 

This alone , etc etc 1 That is, only by the rejection of the Person 
cognisant of Dharma, the Mi,n&maaka’a doctrine, that Dharma is that 
beneficial thing which is indicated by the Veda’, becomes established, 
oven so, if we make further repeated efforts — as shown later on — lor rejecting 
the Omniscient Person, it is useless , the desired result having been already 
achieved, such further Effort is like the killing of wliat is already dead 

The Omniscient Person having been rejected, if the Buddhists still 
make attempts to prove Ins existence, that also, —as not bringing about 
the desired result, is like the thumping of husks, by the person seeking for 
Bm , involving needless labour Just asm the ease cited, after the nee 
IBS been removed, if the man seeking for rice proceeds to thump the husks, 
it is ontirelj useless,— so also, when the mam factor of the Person cognisant of 
Dharma 0 tc has been set aside, if the Buddhist proceeds to prove the existence 
of the Person knowing all the little details that go to make up the world, 
w lie 1 is o no use in regard to the mam factor,— such attempt is entirely 
usolcss Herein lies the similarity to the thumping of husks 

On account of their very root having been cat off ',— ie of whom tllo 


nbJo for hnn — futile,— it also invokes something unde&ir* 
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TEXT (3145) 

“ I® 1 the Person has the direct perception oi all things, then he 

SHOULD HAVE DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF SUCH TASTES, ETC ALSO 
AS ARE UNCLEAN , — WHO COULD ASSUME THE EXIS- 
TENCE of such a Person 9 ” — (3145) 

COMMJSNTARY 

Tho following might be urged — Tlio omniscience of the Teacher has 
been inferred by the Buddhists from the fact of His having propounded the 
teaching of tho truth regarding all things , hence this Inference annuls the 
Mimamsaka'a ‘ Proposition ' [that ‘ there can be no Omniscient Person ’] , and 
his Reason also is inadmissible 

Anticipating tins objection, the Mimdmaaka supplies tho following 
answer : — 


TEXT (3146). 

< ^ A matter of fact, the Words op the Buddha and others abb 

NOT FOUND TO PROVIDE ANY KNOWLEDGE OF WHAT IB CONTAINED 

IN THE Vedas, THE Upavedas and the Subsidiary Sciences 
and THEIR AUXILIARIES , HOW THEN CAN SUCH A PERSON 
BE REGARDED AS ‘ OMNISCIENT WITHOUT REASON * ” 

—(3146) 


COMMENTARY. 

K«te_n amed • % ‘ Ya m ' and • 6’dman • -< Vpavida* 

... -rin ot,H tho like ‘ Subsidiary Sciences — the six subsidiaries of tho 

sks 

etc. including the Commentaries, etc of these 

mi, t r.wz>si * nf these is what is contained m them 

The artha of these is woa h d works ,_ n o knowledge is provided 
Of this ‘ ortho , contents >° f the a no words of the 

by the words ot Buddha and otj* m the Veda , etc As a 

Buddha are found to expound composed a Scripture that 

=r™ 

a when it is found that the Teachings of Buddha 

It might be argued t^t-when ^ knows those things also nlneh 
deal with a few things, it is “^err perceived fact that He is possessed 

have not been taught by him, iro ^ (an nulment by Inference) 

of the requisite capacity , ^ r6m0ins 
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TEXT (3147) 

“ If it be held that things not spoken of in their treatises were 

KNOWN TO THE TEACHERS, — THEN ALL POETS, BY THE COM- 
POSING OF THEIR POEMS, MIGHT BE REGARDED AS 

omniscient ” — (3147) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it be held, on the strength of Inference, that — “ even when a certain 
thing is not mentioned in the norks composed by the Teachers, it must 
have been known to them ”, — then those poets also who have composed 
« orks relating to stones created by their own imagination, could be assumed 
to be omniscient, on the ground of their powers of perception , there being 
no difference between the two eases 

Thus the Reason (of the Buddhist) becomes ‘ Inconclusive ’ — (3147) 

The following might be urged — In the case of Buddha, the Teachings are 
found to be related to supersensuous things ; not so the works of poets , hence 
the knowledge of all such things is inferred only in the case of Buddha, not 
m that of others If it were not so, the person who does not possess the 
knowledge of all supersensuous things could not have the knowledge of even 
some of these things , as there would be no difference between the two cases 
Consequently the addition of the qualification—' being a person knowing 
supersensuous things’ would prevent the Reason applying to the case of 
Poets and hence from ‘ Falsity ’ (Inconclusiveness) 

The MlmSmsnla's answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3148) 

“ When there are many omniscient persons, preaching mutually 
contradictory doctrines,— the grounds of RELIABILITY 

BEING THE SAME IN ALL, — WHICH ONE OF THESE SHOULD 
BE ACCEPTED AS RELIABLE * ” (3148) 


COMMENTARY. 

. ,, Thu ™ “ r0 Teachers, -Buddha, Kapila, Kanada, Gautama and so 

each one ■,'f «° regarded bv tb ™ respective devotees ns omniscient ; and 

Tl ,™ °l Tc " SOUR,,t t0 1)0 P roved to b « omniscient ; — which one of 

m the Sl m^ e on mt V r C T 1S6d ° S re,iab,e ? The ° f omniscience, 

m the shape of having taught doctrines relating to supersensuous thmgs is 

equa«> present m all of them -It cannot be right m regard them ^ a 

t ”cLf“ "‘ Wt " ta " Sht * - —5 contra 

cannot £ P ™, Pr0pour ‘ d ‘things contrary to each other, they 

r.i;!,trsrsi k ;rr h ' r- - ,h ° 

trad.ctoryproport.es -(3148) ’ C " nn ° t ‘ ° f mUtUaH - V con ' 
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' If it bo said that — Buddha is the only one to he accepted as such — then 
the Mitndmsaha'e answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3149) 

" If Buddha is omniscient, then what is the proof sob Kapila 

NOT BEING SO — If BOTH ARE OMNISCIENT, THEN HOW IS IT 
THAT THERE IS DIFFERENCE OF OPINION BETWEEN 
THEM 1 " — (3149) 

COMMENTARY 

It. might be said that both are omniscient in new of this, it is added— 
‘If hath, etc etc’— (3149) 


Tlie following might be urged— When the Word of any one has been found 
to bo true to facts,— it is that same person m regard to whom it is inferred 
that his words relating to all things would be m keeping with reality. 

The Mimdmeaha’s answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (3150) 

-In THE MATTER OF ONE MATTER OF ARITHMETIC FOR INSTANCE - 

are beings — Jtna , Bnddha and others, -are found to be 

TRUTHFUL , AND NO DISTINCTION IS FOUND AMONG 

THEM ” — (3150) 

COMMENTARY 

r „ -Alt r/ and others, — are found, in the 

The words of all ^e^rue quite m keeping with the real 

one matter of Arithmetic, t . „ 0 { a !ot of things, it is not possible 

state of things , m fact, when P e0 P ^ declara d m the following words- 
that not one should he true ^ thftt not . smgle word is true’ - 

‘ Wlien a man talks a lot, it c t m a)1 cases, no difference can 

Thus then, the reason f^ 0 ^ba regarded as omniscient -This 

be recognised among men, and ^ ^ ^ propmtnde d mutually <«« 

Swry— "already pointed out above -(3150, 

Xt might be ^ 

“ ten f S0 "^L alone can he regarded ns emmseient 
follows.- 
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TEXTS (3151-3153). 

« That same reason, by which tfe omniscience of one Person is 

PROVED, MERELY ON ACCOUNT OF YOUR LOVE FOR YOUR OWN VIEW 
OF THINGS, — IS FOUND TO BE PRESENT IN OTHER PERSONS ALSO 
— THE OBJECTIONS ALSO THAT THE BUDDHISTS, WITH GREAT 
ZEAL, URGE AGAINST THE ARGUMENTS IN PROOF OF THE OMNI- 
SCIENCE OF Jtna, ARE ALSO URGED BY THE JamOS (AGAINST 
THE OTHER PARTY) — UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES, HOW 
CAN ANY DEFINITE CONCLUSION BE ARRIVED AT THROUGH 
SUCH REASONINGS AND COUNTER-REASONINGS, WHICH 
ABE UNCERTAIN AND SWALLOWED BY THEIR OWN 

REFLECTIONS ? ” — (3151-3153) 

COMMENTARY 

There is ft certain reasoning adduced by the Buddhists in support of the 
omniscience of Buddha , — m this form — 1 Buddha must be regarded as a 
person who directly knew the true nature of all things, — because he has 
taught things unheard of, uninferred and in conformity with the real state of 
things, — just like the ordinary man who has seen water and talks about it ’ 
This same reasoning is put forward by the Digatnbara Jamas for proving 
the omniscience of Jma — So that the matter remains as doubtful as before — 
Again, u hen the Jama has put forward his reasoning in support of the 
omniscience of Jtna, — the Buddhists put forward objections against it, — 
in the form — ‘ The teachings of Jma, m regard to Syadvada and other doc- 
trines being impossible, he cannot bo regarded as omniscient ’ , these same 
are urged by the Jamas when the Buddhist adduces his reasomng m support 
of the omniscience of Buddha, — the Jama’s counter-reasoning being — 
' Buddha cannot bo regarded as omniscient because his teachings regarding 
the Perpetual Flux, etc are impossible ’ 

In this ivny this becomes a case like that of Reflection and Counter- 
reflection W lien the reflected object is there, its reflection appears , m the 
Mime n ai uhen the Reasonings and Counter-reasonings have been put forth, 
reasonings and counter -reasonings to the contrmv come forward These 
reasonings and counter-reasonings thus being always uncertain, — they 
are snalloned b> their oun reflections , lion then can there be any definite 
conclusion regarding the omniscience of any Person 1 — (3151-3153) 


Tlio following might lie urged that — That person alone may be regarded 
as omniscient in m ho-o ease no objection can l»e urged to the contrary. 

The nnsuir to this is as follows : 
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TEXT (3154) 

“ In THIS IV AT PSEUDO-OMNISCIENT PERSONS HAVING BEEN BFITFN OFF 
BY EACH OTHER, THE FEW THAT REMAIN SHAH, BE BF.ATFN OFF 
BY THE UPHOLDER OF THE VEDA ”—<3154) 

COMMENTARY 

The MxmamsnUi asserts his min superiority m the following — 


TEXTS (3155-3156). 

“ Any herb that has been touched by the teeth of the mongoosf 

REMOVES THE POISON OF ALL SERPENTS, EVEN WHEN APPLIED IV 
PLAY (CARELESSLY) , IN THE SAME WAY ANY STRAY SFCULAR 
AND SPIRITUAL ARGUMENT PROCEEDING FROM THE MOUTH 
OF THE VEDIC SCHOLAR WILL DESTROY THE POISON 
OF ALL SERPENT-LIKE BUDDHrSTS AN1) 

others ” — (3155-3156) 


COMMENTARY 

Question — What is this ' stray argument ’ * 

Answer — 

TEXTS (3157-3158) 

“ Who can (reasonably) assume (accept) the existence of a Person 
(omnisotent) who can be rejected by such Reasons as— ‘ being 

KNOWABLE ‘ BEING COGNISABLE * BEING AN ENTITY , BEING 
EXISTENT ’ AND SO FORTH * THE MAN WHO ASSUMES THE 
EXISTENCE OF AN OMNISCIENT PERSON KNOWING ALL 
THINGS THROUGH A SINGLE MEANS OF CoGNITrON 
MAY CERTAINLY APPREHEND ALL SUCH THINGS 

as Taste, Odour, etc through the 
EYES ALONE ” — (3157-3158) 


COMMENTARY 

m» «-> — *-»■ •• ' “r, 

ATI: fre ° [r ° m B(wh '-r.ro nvrutoMo for rrf.ilrof: loo U™ "> 

and cannot be accepted by any bo sot fort , 

For instance, the following cognisable, an entity, txul'rt, 

cannot be omniscient, because ’ common man on the road’, 

a speaUr, a P «™n and so ^ , j^e Becm.se a man .« 

These Reasons could not bo regarded as 
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thus formulated -Perceptions through the eye and other 
restricted m then: scope, because they are produced by ^e Sem^organ 
which are always restricted in their scope , that is why m ordinary Me, 
they are never found to go beyond the bounds of those limitations ; con- 
sequently the apprehension of all things through these is au impossibility. 
Otherwise there would be no need for more than one sense-organ ; and the 
result of this would be that all such divergent things as Taste, i °^™’ f 
would become apprehended by means of a single Cognition ! The Buddhist 
who makes such an astounding assumption,— as is clear from his assertion 
that “ By one He knows aU, by one He sees everything ’’.—could apprehend 
aU such divergent things as Taste, Odom, etc , through the one Perception 

proceeding from the eye alone ' 

No such assertion can be made ; for if it were so, then there would be the 
apprehension of several things through a single Cognition at one and the 
same time It could be possible only through several Cognitions ; because 
there cannot be several Cognitions at one and the same time Even if it 
were passible, there could be no apprehension of all things , because the mad 
of another person cannot be envisaged by the Sense-perception of any man ; 
nor is it possible for him to apprehend, by its means, things beyond the reach, 
of the senses, — such as those that are remote or too small or hidden and 
so forth —(3187.3168) 


The following might be urged — Though it is true that at present the 
perceptions derived from the Eye and other sense-organs do not apprehend 
diverse and heterogeneous things, — yet it is possible that at some time 
in the past, such apprehension of divergent heterogeneous things did appear 
in a certain Person. 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3159) 

“ As A MATTER OR PACT, THE PERCEPTION OF CERTAIN THINGS THROUGH 
CERTAIN CAUSES IN THE PAST WAS EXACTLY AS IT IS FOUND TO 
APPEAR AT THE PRESENT TIME ” (3159) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nature of things is always determined by the exact concomitance 
of definite causes, not hapliazard. If it w ere not so, then all characters could 
be attributed to all things , and if such were the case, then how could it 
ever be possible for the nature determined by causes to be otherwise ’ That 
is to sa\ . it is not possible for the Smoke, — which has its existence concomitant 
with Fire — to be produced from anything else. 
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' Nor can tlie view be accepted that the apprehension of all th ing s comes 
about through Mental Perception , — [the second alternative put forward m the 
commentary on 3157-3158, on p 1405, line 2]— Because, though Mental 
Perception may envisage all things, — yet it has no independent operation of 
its own towards the apprehension of things , if it had, then there would 
bo no doaf or blind persons It is then dependent upon something else , 
and as a matter of fact it is found that it envisages only those things 
that havo boon apprehended by Perception through the Senses, so that 
thorc can bo no apprehension by Mental Perception of anything that 
has not boon envisaged by Sense-perception, — snob things, for instance, 
as are romoto, small, hidden, and the mind of another person and so forth • — 
(3169) 


Tho following might be urged — Through Practice and other causes, it 
is found that the powers of intelligence and other faculties vary with each 
Person , and from this is deduced the possibility of a Person in whom those 
powers hove reached the highest stage of perfection (and suoh a person 
would bo omniscient] 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3160-3161) 

“ Those persons who have been found to be superior to others 
are so only on account op intelligence, memory and 

STRENGTH,-™ VARY SLIGHTLY WITH VARYING 

and not on account of the CAPACITY TO PERCWE 

SUPER-SENSUOUS THINGS -EVEN THE INTELUGENT MAN 
WHO IS CAPABLE OF PERCEIVING SUBTLE THINGS 
IS SUPERIOR TO OTHER PERSONS, W1THOU 
doing beyond the limitations op his 
own kind ”—(3160-3161) 

COMMENTARY 

to become capable of perceiving thmgsb a on 0 f appre- 

mstanee, a man. even though "gSX* ty ’intelligence, -is never 

bending things that can a PP™" s ^ CJBS ,_i e the human weak- 
found to transcend the Umitatio a „d th e like, -and he is 

ness, m the shape of the “^"rrnal vision, etc Con«qo«£ 

never found to be endowed mth^ ^ ^ {ollo wmg «*■**£ 

there is no justification OT ddhlsts _> He sees with abnorma eye , P 
been loudly of man, beings entering mto 

and transcending beyond et0 > — (3160-3161) 

states and even inferior states, etc, etc 
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Granting that all Intelligences become superior by practice and exercise — 
even so, they become superior without transcending their inherent limita- 
tions This is wlmt is pointed out in the following — 


TEXTS (3162-3163). 

As A -MATTER OF FACT, IN THE MATTER OF THE AUDITORY PERCEPTION 
OF SOUNDS, SUPERIORITY AMONG MEN IS FOUND IN THE APPRE- 
HENDING OF DISTANT AND SUBTLE SOUNDS, — NOT IN THE 
APPREHENDING OF COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS SIMILARLY 
IN THE MATTER OF VISUAL PERCEPTION, WHAT IS 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE ATTAINMENT OF SUPERIO- 
RITY IS THE PERCEPTION OF REMOTE AND 

subtle Colour, — not the perception 
of Sound and other things " — 

(3162-3163) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Tlie apprehensions ’ — Cognitions — ‘ of distant and subtle sounds ’ , — 
the Instrumental ending connotes ‘ Indication ' In some pieces, the reading 
is ‘ « palabdhiiah ’, m the Ablative , connoting * reason ’ , the * last ’ at the end 
coming under the rule 1 Vt dhSyadi, etc ’ 

4 TVic apprehension of sound, etc ’ — is not brought about by the Eyes — 
(3102-31G3) 


Hitherto it has been shown that Sense-perception cannot transcend its 
limitations , it is now going to be shown that in the case of Mental Cognition 
also, the superiority that is perceptible does not go beiond the range of the 
subject of repeated experience - — 


TEXT (3164) 

“Similarly great superiority is often found in men, in the 
matter of scientific discussions , BUT that alone does 

NOT PROVE THAT THE MAN IS AN EXPERT IN all 
SCIENCES.’ ’ (3 1 64) 

COMMENTARY 

The same idea is further clarified : 
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TESTS (3165-3167) 

“ When one has learnt Grammar, his intelligence goes very 

EAR IN THE MATTER OE CORRECT AND INCORRECT FORMS OF WORDS , 
BUT NOT IN THE MATTER OE THE DETERMINATION OF STARS, DATES, 
ECLIPSES AND SUCH SUBJECTS — SIMILARLY, THE ASTRONOMER, 
THOUGH SUPERIOR IN THE MATTER OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE 

Moon, the Sun, Eclipses and so forth, is incapable of 

DETERMINING THE CORRECTNESS OE SUCH WORDS AS 

1 bhavati ’ and the like — Again a man, very superior 

IN HIS KNOWLEDGE OF THE VEDA, HISTORY AND SUCH 
SUBJECTS, IS UNABLE TO VISUALISE SUCH MATTERS 

as Creation, Deity, and Apurm " — (3165-3167) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Astronomer '■ — one who knows the science of the Btars 
• Vedetihana, etc ’—The compound is to be expounded as meaning— 
one who has the superiority relating to his knowledge of the Veda, etc ’ 

‘ Apurva ’ — stands for Dhanna and Adharma (Merit and Dement) 

( 3165 - 3167 ) 


Further, even when the superiority transcends the limitations of its 
subject, it does not reach its highest point , it is found to proceed only np to a 
certain point — This is pointed out in the following 


TEXT (3168) 

« THE MAN, WHO CAN JUMP INTO THE SKY TO THE HEIGHT OF 15 FRET, 
CAN nU JUMP TO THE HEIGHT OF EIGHT MOM -HOWEVER 
MUCH HE MAY PRACTISE JUMPING. -(3168) 

COMMENTARY 

*. * ■» - 

mutation of fat, are unable to 1»™P a J hocowo cnpn blo of jumping 

in reducing their fat by means o carry on tbo oxerciso 

srr.st-u-.-"— « 

—( 3168 ) 
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TEXT (3169) 

“ Thus then, even when the superiority of knowledge proceeds 

VERY FAR IT CAN COMPREHEND ONLY A LITTLE MORE THAN 
OTHERS, — -IT CAN NEVER COMPREHEND THINGS BEYOND 
THE SENSES ” — (3169) 

COMMENTARY 

* Atiehayajnana ’ — superiority oi knowledge — The compounding is 
according to the rule ‘ Tntlya, etc ’ — The Instrumental Ending connotes 
instrumentality — (3169) 

The same idea is further clarified , — 

TEXTS (3170-3171) 

“ While the man is seated in a hut, the Sense-perception that 

HE HAS HAS ITS RANGE RESTRICTED WITHIN THAT HUT, IT DOES NOT 
EXTEND INTO ANOTHER HUT. THOSE THINGS AGAIN WHICH ARE 
SEPARATED FROM ONE ANOTHER BY INTERVENING LANDS, 

HILLS AND OCEANS, COUNTRIES, CONTINENTS AND 
ISLANDS, — WHO CAN PERCEIVE ALL THESE WHEN 
SEATED IN ONE PLACE t ” (3170-3171) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Varfa ‘ Continent ’ — a particular region of the world , o g the legion 
of Bharata is called ‘ Bharata-varfa — (3170-3X71) 

In the following Text, the Mimameala shows that his view is supported 
by others also — 

TEXTS (3172-3173) 

“ When Nala and Rtupanw , — who were experts in matters relating 
to Horses and to Gambling, respectively — were going 

TOGETHER IN THE CHARIOT, Rtupama MADE THE FOLLOWING 
STATEMENT — ‘ ALL MEN DO NOT KNOW ALL THINGS, — NO 
ONE CAN BE OMNISCIENT, — THEBE IS NO END TO 
KNOWLEDGE, RESTING IN ANY ONE MAN 5 .” — 

(3172-3173) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Sami'S ha chanot 

The following story has beon told — There was a King named Nala ; not 
being expert m the art of Gambling, he lost Jus entire kingdom at Gambling; 
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*~Kaa5s' 

, g 11 0r ,, 1 j t1 ^ $‘ u P arna ’ and remained there incognito His Queen 

somehow reached her father’s piece In order to fetch her husband, she 
proclaimed it far and wide that DarmyanR was going to choose n husband 
uni Kmg Btupama heard that Damayanti was going to ehooso a husband 
he started to go there, accompanied by A’oia as his charioteer Vluparm w as 
an export in the art of Gambling, but did not know much about horses , while 
Nata was an expert in matters relating to Horses, but did not know’ much 
about Gambling fytupama somehow came to know that Nala was an expert 
m matters relating to Horses Having oomo to know tins, lie said to Kola— 
■Please teach me the science of Horses ’ —Nala said— 1 1 shall teach it to i ou, 
if you will teach me tile art of Gambling ’ —Thereupon Rtnpamn «»d— ‘ All 
men do not know all things, etc etc ’—Then Nala learnt the art of Gambling 
from Jjttupama, and won back his kingdom 
Such is the story — (3172-3173) 


Further, if a man is omniscient, he must know tho past nod future 
things also , otherwise, if he knew only what came up at tho moment, then 
he would he only a partial knower, not all-knowing (omniscient) , and yet it 
is not possible for any one to know future things — This is ivhnt is pointed 
out in the following — 

TEXT (3174) 

" Sense-perception has never been pound to possess the capacity 

TO APPREHEND FUTURE THINGS , AND AS FOR INFERENCE AND 
OTHER FORMS OF COGNITION, THESE CAN NEVER COWr 
ABOUT WITHOUT THE INDICATIVE AND OTHER 
FACTORS ” — (3174) 


COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, Sense-perception is brought about by the cupm dj 
of things , and as what is stiU in tho future cannot bo an cntit>, a thing,— 

Sense-perception cannot apply to it 

Hot can Inference apply to it , because there can bo no Intcn mini 
Indicative, there can be no Indicative which is known to bo ..onroimlnm 
with what is m the future , because what has not yot appeal ed is non ewteh . 
‘ Other factors' include tho Corroborative Instanco 

The mention of tho Future is only by way of illustration , wind has * 
eaidSt taken as applicable to the Fast also , because, the part dung 
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jstablished , and this implies the establishment of the Invariable Concomitance 
of the previously-mentioned Reason— ‘ being envisaged by the only Means, 
of Cognition, Non-apprehension — (3174) 

Having thus established the Invariable Concuinilanie of hib Reason, the 
Afimamsalu sums up lus position • — 

TEXT (3175) 

• Thus then, thebe can be no one who perceives things beyond 

THE REACH OF THE SENSES HE ALONE KNOWS SUCH THINGS 
WHO KNOWS THEM THROUGH TEE 

Eternal Word ’ — (3175) 

COMMENTARY 

The following might be urged — It is not tlirougli the Eternal Word alone 
that all men know things , for instance, Shdkya-Mum ( Buddha ) knows 
thmgs from the words of sages iiko Kanaka, Kashyapa and the like , and 
others know them from His words 

The answer to this is as follows . — 

TEXTS (3176-3177). 

“ If some one, not accepting the above, thinks that in the case of 
Buddha AND others the knowledge of super-sensuous things 
has been derived from the words of other men,— then, 

HE SHOULD ASSERT THE UNRELLABILITY OF THE WORDS OF 
THOSE OTHER MEN, ON THE GROUND OF THEIR STANDING 
ON THE SAME FOOTING AS THOSE WORDS (OF Bttddfta) , 

AND THE UNRELIABILITY OF THIS LATTER 

SHOULD BE ASSERTED ON THE BASIS 

of the Reasons previously 
INDICATED ” (3176-3177) 

COMMENTARY. 

This -what has been just said, — ‘ He alone knows such things who 
knows them through the Eternal Word 7 , — one w ho does not accept this 
and thinks that the Buddhist and others do not know all things through 
the Eternal M ord, but through the word uttered by other Persons ; o g 
Buddha knows them tlirougli the scriptures composed bi other persons, iiko 
/Canola, Kashyapa and others , — one who makes tins assortion should assert 
the unrrliabihtj of those words — i e of the words of those other persons , 
because they stand on the same footing as the words of the person who has 
on seen by one and who is held to be omniscient — He should also assert 
the unreliability of the man, — the composer of the scripture lnraself, — why ? 
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— bocaiisr of the Reasons adduced before— such as ‘ being cognisable ’ and 
the rest — (3170 3177) 


Says the Opponent. — The line of Buddlian has been without beginning, 
homo the doctrine propounded by them is also begimungless , so that on 
account of the bogmnmglessness of both these being exactly like that of tlm 
Veda and t ho Vodio Tradition, — they must be regarded as free from defects 
Tho answer to this from the Mimamsaka is as follows — 


TEXT (3178) 

“ The begmni nglcssness that is asserted in regard to the Composer 
and the utterances emanating from him is itself based upon 
TWO invalid notions hence it cannot prove the reliability 
of THE said Composer and his words.”— <3178) 

COMMENTARY 

Tho same idea is further explained — 


TEXT (3179). 

« The words of Shauddhodam (Buddha) cannot ^ mliab^ because 

ARE DEPENDENT UPON OTHERS , SO ALSO MAT HIMSELF 

CANNOT BE RELIABLE BECAUSE HE HAS NO DIRECT 

knowledge of Dharma (dl/'J! 

COMMENTARY 

mia.irworf.-13i™ 


TEXT (3180) 

PERSONS EVEN THOUGH ASSUMED, 
The begmninglMsness such p cannot itself be 

— W °1^o S veTSm invaudity ”-(3180) 


COMMENTARY. 


basis. — (3180) 


and their words,— even 

because it rests upon an 


though 

invalid 
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TEXTS (3181-3182) 

“ Thus then, when the Buddhists, like Psendo-Mimam sal a-s, assert 
THE SIMILARITY OF Buddha AND OTHER PERSONS TO VEDIC SCHOLARS, 
on the ground of all these being without beginning, — THIS 
IS ONLY A FORM OF IGNORANCE AND DOBS NOT MAKE THEM 
EQUAL BECAUSE EVEN SO, WHAT WOULD BE Without 
beginning would be only the unreliability and 
reliability of these two sets of Per- 
sons (Buddha, etc and Vedic 
Scholars) respectively ” 

— (3181-3182) 

COMMENTARY 

If the similarity tluil is pointed out between liuddha mid others on the 
ono hand and the Vedic Scholars on the other, is m regard to both being 
begmnmgless, — then our answer is that more bajmninglcs.tne.is does not 
establish their reliability, because neither reliability nor unreliability is 
incompatible with bcgimunglessness , all that would happen would be that 
bcginnmglessncss would belong to the Reliability of Vedic Scholars, while 
it would belong to the Unreliability of Buddha and others , and neither 
Reliability nor Unreliability would belong to both, on the ground of beginning- 
lesmces —This is the upshot of the whole argument -(3181-3182) 

This same idea is further clarified by means of an example . — 


TEXTS (3183-3184) 

“The good points of what is Reliable, and the bad points of 
what is Unreliable, — both being begmninglesb, — are equal 
only in so far as they are begimunglcss For instance, 
real gold has been in use since time without beginning 

AND END, — SO HAS BEEN Unreal GOLD ALSO , BUT 
DO THE TWO BECOME EQUAL 1 ” — (3183-3184) 


COMMENTARY 


* Pramrina, etc 
bid points of w hat 


The compound is to be expounded as — ‘ the good and 
is Reliable and what is Unreliable — (3183-3184) 


Reair. n h .he f ,C Sc r iar P rowds -W to refute the objection that « the 
—12) to erm ® ' npe oficm ? amcnabic to non-apprehermon, is inadmissible ”, 
pro" 1 , r le non ' c N>stenee of the omniscient Person,— and (3) to 

pro\e that the case of the Veda is different — 

43 
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TiiXT (3181) 

“ For the benefit ob those people who db glare (I) the Ommsgilncl 
of Buddha and others, and (2) the L’ternalitv ob the Veda, 

AS STANDING ON THE SAME BOOTING, — THE POINT WHEREIN 
THE LATTER DIFFERS FROM THE FORMER IS NOW GOING TO 
BE POINTED OUT ”—(3185) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Declare os standing on the same footing ' — Some people hold the opinion 
that — “ Both — Buddha-, etc and tilt, Veda — ar< equal -sources of right 
know ledge, hence the knowledge of supersensuous things can bo obtained from 
the w ords of Omniscient Persons, as also from the Veda ” — To these people it 
is now pointed out wherein the case of the Veda differs from that of the said 
Persons — (3185) 

“Asa matter of fact, the existence of the Omniscient Person has not been 
vouched for bv any one of the five Means of Cognition — Perception, Inference, 
Word, Analogy. Presumption, — how then can such a Person, who lulls 
within the scope of ‘ Negation ’ (Non-apprehension only) and is non-existent, 
stand on the same footing as the Veda which is known to all men down 
even to the milk- woman ’—With this idea, the Vedic Scholar proceeds to refute 
the idea of the Omniscient Person being cognisable by any one of the fho 
Means of Cognition, Perception and the rest — 


TEXT (3186) 

Tiie Omniscient Person is not seen bv us at the present time ,~ 
Nor is there any Indicative recognised as part (of the 
subject), which could lead to ms Inference.''— (3186) 

COMMENTARY 

-By means of Perception we, men of limited vision, do not see tho 

theXfmd. and (3) the canfenng abouT theCoputmn'of' the 

None of these three kinds object of such Cognition . 

Omniscient Person , because H ^ does noUorm ^ ^ ^ objMti _ ColollI , 

(1) Perception throug i e ^ monta , junctions subsisting 

Odour, t T “ ste ', ToU J h ns Cannot figure in Perception through the 

m the chain of oth< £ P Q nt Pereon be the object of Perception 

Senses— (2) Ror can ^ suc])j a pp re honds only such thing, 

through the Mind , ecau b ’ perception through the Senses, and 
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consequently, it cannot apprehend the mind etc occurring in other * Chains 
or even such mental operations occurring m one's own • Cham ' as are yet to 
come As regards the Perception by Mj sties, — such perception forms the 
subject-matter of dispute , hence the question regarding the Omniscient 
Person being perceived or not perceived by Mystics does not arise at all 
(2) “ Nor can the Omniscient Person be proved by means of Inference. 
The Buddhists have regarded Inference as based upon three lands of Indica- 
tive (Probaus) — [viz . — (a) Based on non-apprehension, (6) Based on 
causal relation, and (c) Based on the nature of things] (a) In the present 
instance, what is needed is a positive reason, hence there is no room for 
nonp.pprehniswn — (6) Nor is there room for causal relation . because the 
causal relation is always based upon Perception, and no Perception is possible 
of the far off Omniscient Person , whose causal relation with anything therefore 
is impossible — (c) As for the nature of things , any Reason based upon that 
also cannot proi e the existence of the Omniscient Person , because such a. 
Person himself being imperceptible, his nature, which must be inseparable 
from himself, cannot be apprehended ; hence it cannot serve as an Indicative 
which is ‘parcelled ’ — veil -known, recognised, — as ‘being part ’ — of the 
‘ Subject ’ (Omniscient Person), — leading to the inference of the Omniscient 
Person 


Then again, anj Reason that may be adduced m proof of the existence 
of the Omniscient Person, cannot escape from the three lands of flaw (fallacy) 
—being 4 inadmissible * contradictory 1 and ‘ inconclusive » For instance, 
when the Reason is adduced, is it adduced as a property belonging to a 
positive entity 1 Or to a negative entity ? Or to both ’-—These are the 
only three alternatives possible— As regards the Omniscient Person, there 
can be no such * Property belonging to a positive entity ’ as is admitted by 
both parties ; because that positnc entity itself (in the shape of the Omniscient 
Person) is yet to be proved,— if he were admitted, there would be no 
dispute at all ; if a party accepts the idea of such a property belonging to 
that entity, how could he not accept the entity itself % Because the mere 


property cannot exist without its substratum m the shape of the entity 

w can the Reason proving the Omniscient Person consrat of a property 
belonging to a negative entity, because such a Reason would prove the 
non-existence of the evilly, and hence it would be * contradictory ’—Nor 
if;; “ tt , the Re f on ** one that belongs to both ; because such a Reason 
uld be inconclusive How could any Reason which belongs to both 
positive and negative entities serve as proving the existence of an entity, _ 

„ v . \‘\ C ° Uld d ° 0lJy lf lt WOT6 lnse P arable &om the entity, and if it were 
excluded from existence m the Negative Entity, which is present m coses 
Where the contrary of the Probandum is present ? 

can W ° f * , * ortw * « "» the • Subject 

ihLw finnw T C ° ° f the Person, whose existence, 

in rezorc t cannot be proved — (3186) * 


In m^o^fw ^ th “ t the -nnot be cognised 
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TEXT (3187) 

“ There is no scriptural Declaration affirming an eternal 

Omniscient Person How can any such Person be proved 

BY A DECLARATION THAT IS ARTIFICIAL AND NOT 

TRUE 1 ” — (3187) 

COAIVJ&KTAKY 

that Cognition is ‘veibal’ w Inch proceeds from Words, m legard 
to things not in close proximity to the man It is of t« o hinds — that pro- 
duced by the eternal Word, and that produced by ihe utterances of men 
As asserting the existence of the Omniscient Person, there is no eternal 
scriptural Word , hence the former verbal Cognition is not possible in tins 
case — Wliat wo read in the Upantfads regarding * Him who is truthful m 
word, truthful in volution, truthful in desires — He should be sought after. 
He should be sought to be known and so forth, — all tins should be under 
stood to be merely commendatory 

As regards tho human assertion that is quoted, such us — ' The Blossed 
Lord the Tathagata, the Arhat, is Truly Enlightened, etc no reliobility 
can attach to such assertions How then could any reliable information 
be deduced from such an unreliable sourco ’—(3187) 


The following might be urged— We do not accept the Omniscient Porson 
on. the strength of any and every stray assertion , we do so on tho strength 
of the assertions of that same Blessed Lord, such as- I am “cien ’ 
perceiving all things, there is nothing that is unknown to the TathSgata, 
etc etc ’ g Thus it is on His own word that wo accept His- omniscience 
The answer to this is as follows . 


TEXT (3188) 

. * „ v-rr-s 1 

- — - 

nnrrff 1 **— f3188) 


COMMENTARY 


, there would be an objectionable inter 

tinder the circumstances, there 

dependence — (3188) 


Question —How so 1 
Answer — 



EXAMINATION OF THE 1 PERSON OF SUPER-NORMAL VISION’ 1417 


TEXT (3189) 

“ The assertion is true because it has been made by the Omniscient 
Person, and such an Omniscient Person exists because 
he asserts it How can both these notions be 

ESTABLISHED WITHOUT SOME OTHER WELL- 
KNOWN BASIS * ”—(3189) 

COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, there can be no certainty regarding the reliability 
of his w ord unless it is recognised that it lias been spoken by an Omniscient 
Person , and that the speaker is ommscient is learnt from his own words , 
hence there is clear interdependence 

‘ W dhoti! some other well-known basts ’ — i e. some other wo] 1 -known 
reason — (3189) 


The following might be urged — The existence of the Omniscient Person 
is accepted on the basis of the words of such men as Shravala- 
Adtchhanpulra (t), who says— ‘This worthy scion of the Shakya-ram is 
omniscient ’ 

The answer to this is as follows • — - 


TEXT (3190) 

When people admit of the Osiniscient Person on the basis of 

THE BASELESS ASSERTIONS OF PERSONS WHO ARE NOT OMNISCIENT, 

WHY CANNOT THEY DERIVE THE SAME KNOWLEDGE 
FROM THEIR OWN WORDS * ” — (3190) 


COMMENTARY 

7a° " s,,nrt,on of mon wllose reliability has not been demonstrated does 
no differ from one’s on n assertion , hence there is no reason why the Buddhists 
should not demo their knowledge of the Omniscient Person from their own 

'■ - ° no reason— except stupidity— why they should seek to 
know it from the words of other persons (3190) 


% T ™’ ght bf> he 'd — There have been innumerable 

future and t” ' 8 f ' C " C ln 1,10 pnsl nntl t,K> -' going to appear ill the 

S tw , V: C "° rdS ° f 0110 ° f ™ derive Acknowledge 

from tile ,,'ord "7 °n a ° U ' OT ’ and ,hat of U,e ° ranlscl ence of tile former 
trom the words of a third, and so forth 

The answer to tins is as follows — 



1418 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER XXVI 
TEXT (3191) 

“ For the proving of the existence op one Omniscient Person, it 

WOULD BE NECESSARY TO ASSUME SEVER 1L O.MNISCIEST PERSONS, 

AND IP A SINGLE ONE OP THESE HAPPEN TO EE NOT-OMNIS- 
0IJ3NT, HE WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO RECOGSISE THE 

Omniscient Person” — (3191) 

COMMENTARY 

If for the purpose of proving the existence of one Omniscient Person, 
one goes on following up a senes of Omniscient Persons, no man with limited 
vision could ever get at certainty regarding the Omniscient Person, — e\en 
at the end of his whole life , hence several Omniscient Persons would have to 
be assumed [See Shlokavartila I. 1 2,135] — (3191) 

Then again, we shall lay aside, for the present, the idea that, people 
of tlie present day ore incapable of knowing the Omniscient Person ns no 
such is present before them , as a matter of fact, even people who lived at 
the some time os that Person could not know lnm, hecnuso then would them- 
selves be not-ommsaent —This is nhat is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (3192-3193) 

« As A MATTER OP PACT, EVEN THE CONTEMPORARIES OF THE OMNISCIENT 

Person could not know him as ' omniscient as they would 

BE DEVOID OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE COGNITIONS OF THAT PERSON 
[OR OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE THINGS COGNISED BY THAT 

Person] — [See Shlolavarltla 112, 134] And if the 
Omniscient Person is not recognised by any ont,— 

FOR THAT MAN, THE ASSERTION OF THAT OMNISCIENT 

Person could not be reliable , as the very basts 

OF THAT ASSERTION WOULD BE UNKNOWN, -AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ASSERTION OF OTHER ORDINARY MEN 

[See Shlolavdrhla 1. 1 2, 130 ]~(3192-3193) 
COMMENTARY 

The compound * tajjMnajnaja, etc etc’ ” “ ^ p which 

are devoid of-without-thnt War nr0 

Xr^C-nTfaU the things eogm.^ * Pewon '.-because 
h6 ''Bymtilytofangat the bod ^°"^ 

cient ’ , because such conclusion Person) , this ‘ exceptional 

^ " - 
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things and this fact of the Cognition envisaging all tilings cannot he 
recognised unless the things comprehended by that Cognition nreknonn; 
foi instance, the Cognition of the ‘man with the slid is not ‘ 
one knon s the stid -Tins argument may he foimnlated as 
the Cogmtion of one thing forms the necessary adjunct of the Cogmhon of 
another thing, there can be no Cogmtion of the latter thing without the 
Cognition of the foimer thing ,-e g the Cognition of the rf.ci being the 
necessary adjunct of the Cogmtion of the man with the slid, there is no Cogni- 
tion of the man tilth the slid unless there is Cognition of the , slid ' the 
Cognition of things cognised b.i the Omn.se.ent Person, winch is the necessary- 
adjunct of tho Cognition of the Omniscient Person himself, is not possible 
for men of limited won, hence there is non-apprehension of the more - 
euensit e character (which implies the absence of the less extensive) , because 
the Cogmtion of the necessary adjunct is more extensive (wider) than the 
Cognition of that to %vluch the said adjunct belongs , and the former is 


absent in the case in question. 

Thus then, even in the case of a man contemporaneous with the Omnis- 
cient Person, unless such a- man is himself omniscient, he cannot know the 
Omniscient Person, so that for such a man even the assertions of Omnis- 
cient Persons would be of doubtful veracity and lienco unreliable , as the 
basis of It— the grounds of certainty regarding reliability, m the shape of the 
definite cogmtion of the Cognitions of the Omniscient Person, would be 
absent 

* As in the case of the assertion of ordinary men ’ — i e of tho assertion of 
common people — (3192-3193) 


Tho following view might, be put forward — Without any effort the 
Omniscient Person makes Ins omniscience known to his disciples by attracting 
thmr minds through His unfailing knowledge of their character and tho 
w orkings of then mind 

The answ er to this is as follow s — 


TEXTS (31!W-3195) 

“ Even if a person were to comprehend the things known to ale 

JUS DISCIPLES, HE WOULD NOT EE ‘ OMNISCIENT ’ . AS HE WOULD BE 
DEVOID OF THE COMPREHENSION OF THE THINGS KNOWN TO 
PEOPLE OTHER THAN THOSE DISCIPLES — XOR IS IT POSSIBLE 
TO COMPREHEND ALE THE THINGS COGNISED BV ALE 
MEN , AS THERE CAN BF NO COMING TOGETHER OF 
MEN OF THE P1ST, PRESENT AND FUTURE, 

INHABITING ALL THE THREE REGIONS 

or the World ” — (310^-3195) 

COMMENTARY 

Ei cn if the man who knew only those tilings that were known to the 
peoplt contemporaneous with, and in close proximity to, himself, — ■lie'Boitld 
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not ibe 1 omniscient ’ , ns he would have no knowledge of tlitnir- Known to 
persons other than those, who may bo contemporaneous with him, hut not 
in close proximity to him Bv knowing onh n part, one doe-, not know th- 
whole , if he did, there would bo an absurdity. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible to comprehend even nil those 
things that may be known to all Ins contemporaries who nun he in close 
proximity to him Because there can bo no comprehension of what is nir 
off and what is known to people having no connection with him 

The following might be urged — It mnv be tlint all men npproneh the 
Tathagala simultaneously, — and whatever questions thov put, lie nnswir-. 
them all, — so that the people do come to know wlmt is known to that 
Omniscient Person 

The answer to this is that — 1 there can be no coming together, etc e'e‘— 
nowhere is it possible to bring together men of the past, present and future. 

or those inhabiting the regions of Heav on, tho Netlicr World and the V. mid 

of Mortal Beings 

Or, the three ‘ regions ’ may be taken as standing for tho 1 Imiunnnrv . 
■ Objective ’ and ‘ Subjective ’ Regions — (319-1-3105) 


The following might be urged— If the Omniscient IVr-on did nol pos-e^ 
tho power to know tho things known to all men,— how could Hmw 
the power of comprehending even some of those tilings » And vet Hi die 
have the power to comprehend some of those things, hence we conclude 
that He did possess the power to know all things 
The answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXTS (31 90-31 IS) 


•■a man vvH0K^y S ™.0AKOKtut,r 

THAT, HAVING ram MtND ' ot flimOMtMt. 

accept him as omniscient Tim ™ * f; . MT ,-.,w hat r 

SOME PEOPLE ARE ABI.E TO KNOW WHAT HA 

— — "rur: -km,w. 

rORTH.-THOHCHTHFI ARE f STIR SlMIEVHM. 

r - CD ° n ™ ZTI I-, MtMC, IT.- 

Znr AN IGNORANT MW 

TOl.EOMNI«UINr’-4.«" ! *-4‘ ,S > 


rOMMnNT4HV 
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herbs, people are found to comprehend rightly the food a man has eaten, the 
thing he lias thought of m his mind, the thing lying in his closed fist , and 
yet merely by this, they do not become persons conversant ruth such things 
as Dharma and Adkarma For instance, some people who are expert in 
magic are able to show to people strange gardens, flying cars, celestial damsels, 
and heavenly beings in the sky Hence m view of all this, the reason adduced 
must be rejected as ‘ Inconclusive ’ — (3196-3198) 

Says tile Opponent — In the Itihdsas and Purdnaa, Brahma and other 
Beings have been described as omniscient , as we read there of Brahma’s 
knowledge and dispassion being ‘ unobstructed ’ How then can it be said 
that the existence of the Omniscient Person is not vouched for by the Scrip- 
tural Word ? 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXTS (3199-3201) 

“ The description that we meet with in Itikdsas and Purdnas of 

Brahma BEING OMNISCIENT AND OF HIS KNOWLEDGE AND DISPASSION 
AS UNTRAMMELLED, — ATX THIS SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD IN THE 
FIGURATIVE SENSE, — LIKE THE COMMENDATORY DECLARATIONS 
RELATING TO MaiUrOS Or, THE ‘ UNTRAMMELLED KNOW- 

LEDGE THAT IS SPOKEN MAY BE TAKEN AS REFERRING TO THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF dharma AND OTHER MATTERS RELATING 
TO THE PARTICULAR CONTEXT , — WHAT IS MEANT IS THAT 
HIS KNOWLEDGE OF SUCH THINGS AS ‘ Duty 

Property ‘ Pleasure ’ and * Liberation is 
' UNTRAMMELLED ’ , IT CANNOT REFER TO all 
things ”—(3199-3201) 


COMMENTARY 

Justus, m regard to Vedic Mantras there are Commendatory Declarations, 
™ I, ' ham and Purana assertion of tl.e omniscience of Bmhmd 
other Beings, should be taken as Commendatory Declarations When 
a set fuords d.mctly express, ng one thing is taken as expressmg somethmg 
else, it ,s cahed arthavdda ‘ Figurat.ve or Commendatory Declaration • * 

so far al tl.m 8 ^ the kn ™ led 6* <* Brakn* is untrammelled 

such a, Dnu P T ? m ° f “* the and P “ rSna ™ concerned,- 

7c kUt of Xf’ and L ' heratl °" * ™ d * does not refer to 

too Know ledge of all things — (3199-3201) 


•trai^^LmctS-Sfnh f T'"* th “* 

Austro- " then how could it bo called ‘ untrammelled ' * 
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TEXT {3202) 

‘ Bang unframmdkj does sot mean that it envisages all things it 
MAY BE CALLED ‘ UNTRAMMELLED ’ WHEN IT IS SO ONLY IX 
R ELATION TO ITS OWN PARTICULAR OBJECT ’ — (3202) 


C03EMEXTARY. 

Question . — If that is so, then so far as the particular object of a Cognition 
25 concerned, the Cognition of aJJ men is * untrammelled ’ , what peculiarity 
then would there be in the Cognition of Brahma that it alone should be special!} 
called ' untrammelled ’ ? 

Answer . — 

TEXTS (3203-3204) 

‘ That is so because it is only the Cogntetox of Dharma, etc that 

IS FRUITFUL; NO USEFUL PURPOSE IS SERVED BY THE COGXITIOX 
OF SUCH ORDINARY THINGS AS THE Tree AND THE LIKE — THUS 

then, inasmuch as this whole fruitful Cognition is 

NOT OBSTRUCTED, IT IS CALLED ‘ UNTRAMMELLED ” 

(3203-3204) 


COXMEXTAKY. 

This is the explanation given —As regards Dharma and other matters 
useful for man. it is the knowledge of Brahma alone that is tmiremme! cd, 
not of others That is the reason why the knowledge of Brahma alone 
“ h» catted •»«»««' to ~~ »* " 

*— S5EiS.-rsr- - — — - — 

and the rest. ‘ L-nnwledee —(3203-3204) 

« Xowrf ’ — whole. This quahfics 'jnanam , knowledge t 

The following Text offers another explanation • 


TEXT (3203) 

knowledge would >ever be OBSTRUCTED 

SPOKEN OF AS ‘ UNTRAMMELLED . -(3.0o) 


COMMENTARY- 


‘ Self * — >?pint 
- %a- w ' — the knowledge 


of tint same 


—(3201) 
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Question — In connection with God, we read of ' ten imperishable 
qualities’, m the shape of knowledge and the rest , and if He is equipped 
with these imperishable qualities, why cannot He be regarded as ommscienl 1 
Answer — 

TEXT (3206) 

“ When Shanlara is spoken op as equipped with 1 ten impebiskable 

QUALITIES ’ IN THE SHAPE OP KNOWLEDGE, DlSPASSION, 
SUPBEME POWEB AND SO FORTH, — He ALSO IS 
‘ POSSESSED OF KNOWLEDGE ’ ONLY IN THE 
SENSE OP KNOWING HlS OWN SELF ” 

—(3206) 


COMMENTARY 


* Knowledge ’ — recognition of truth , — ‘ Discussion * — detachment from 
objects , — ‘ Supreme Power ’ — of eight kinds, ‘Smallness’, ‘Lightness’, 
‘ Greatness ’, ‘ Attainment ‘ Capacity for Enjoyment ’, * Power ’, ‘ Control ’, 
‘ Freedom of Movement ’ .—these ten qualities belong to God, m then- im- 
perishable form 

Smallness ’—is that quality by virtue of which having assumed a 
subtle body, one becomes capable of going to happy regions, being unseen 
by people. 

Lightness ’ — by virtue of which one moves about like Air 

Greatness’ by virtue of which one is respected among all men, 
honoured and worshipped as the greatest of the great 

( ^^uintnent by virtue of which one gets whatever he thinks of. 

Capacity for Enjoyment ’ — by virtue of which one, when having strong 
desires, is capable of satisfying them and enjoying things 

‘ Power ’ by virtue of which one becomes the master of the Three 
Regions 


‘ Control ’—by virtue of which one brings under his control all beings 
moveable and immoveable, — and becomes master of them 

‘ Freedom of Movement ’—by virtue of which one ,s able to live m all 
gions, of Brahma, of Prajapati, of Devas, of Gandharvas, of Yal^as, of 
places™* ° ° f ^ >!S, " ?c,<as ’ °* human beings, of lower animals and other 


‘ Only m the sense of His 
knowing His own s 0 tf that He 
He knows all things — (3206) 


Lnowmg Bis own self' — It is on account of 
is ‘ equipped with knowledge ’, — not becauso 


Question > — Hon 
Shanlara alone — and 
Answer — 


i’ it that, though knowing only a part of things, 
no one else — is spoken of as * equipped with knowledge ’ ? 
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TEXT (3207) 

“ His knowledge consists only in the direct perception of His 
pure Self , when the source of that knowledge is not 

PURE, THE KNOWLEDGE ITSELF IS CALLED 

‘ Ignorance ’ ” — (3207) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Pure ' qualifies the ‘ Self ’ , — the perception ot this 
* I/e basis ’ — the basis of the perception of the pure self — What is that 
basis ? — The Self itself — When this Self is net-pure, then the ‘ perception of 
the Self ’ that appears is called ‘ no knowledge ‘ Ignorance ’ , because it is 
of a Ion order — (3207) 

Says the Opponent — If you admit that it is possible for Brahma and 
others to acquire pure knowledge through the practice of Meditation— then, 
why should there be hostility towards Buddha and others, — by virtue of 
which the knowledge of these latter is not held to be ' nntrammelled ’ and 
‘ pure * * 

In anticipation of this, the Vcdic Scholar presents another new and 
thereby shows the difference between Brahma and the others — 


TEXTS (3208-3209) 

« i T MAY BB that Brahma, Visnu and Maheshvara are embodiments 
of the Veda, and as the Veda consists in the knowledge of 

ALL THINGS, THESE ARE OMNISCIENT , BUT HOW COULD THAT 

apply to Man ? Where, on one side are the mortal 
men, Buddha and the best,— and were on the 

OTHER, ARE THE SAID THREE SUPERIOR DEITIES ? 

Hence the idea that the former, in 

RIVALRY TO THE LATTER, ARE ALSO OMNIS- 
OIF.NT, — IS SHEER DELUSION 

(3208-3209) 


COMMENTARY 

A , the Veda forms their very self, they are called ‘embodiments of il» 

V % h e Veda ‘ consist ,n the Inoioledge of all dungs ’ because .t is the Means 
of obtaining the knowledge of all things 

What is meant is as follows mme ,ii„d know ledge’ of Pharma, 

In the case of Brahma, etc ***•«“ " . „nU through the Veda- 
eto does not come about mdependw ^ ^ _ , vho , c knowledge 

Tlus however you do not adl ™, _Furtlier, in the case of Brahma, etc 
ia held to be dependent upon themes 
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it is only possible that there should he pure knowledge through the Practice 
of Meditation , because being Deities, they are superior to all Persons , and also 
because they are named in the Veda In the case of a human being, on the 
other hand, there is no possibility of any such capacity , as his character is 
quite the reverse Hence the idea that human beings also are omniscient is 
sheer delusion , — 1 e this is mere deluded fancy on vour part — (3208-3209) 

The following might be urged — If Brahma, etc are named m the Veda, 
then, why should not the Veda be regarded as non eternal, on account of 
its connection w ith non-eternal things 9 If the Vedas are held to be eternal, 
then the idea that Brahma, etc are spoken of m the eternal Veda is incon- 
gruous, as the said Brahma, etc are not-eternal If there is no incongruity 
in this, then there can be no incongruity m Buddha, etc also being mentioned 
id the Veda 

The answer to this is as follow s — 

TEXT (3210). 

“There is mention of the three Deities. BrahmX, etc in the 

Veda, which is eternal , and yet the eternality of the 
Vedas does not become impaired , because Brahma 

AND THE REST ARE THEMSELVES ETERNAL ” 

—{3210) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Tar.mtyatvat ’—on account of the eternality of Brahma and the other 
Deities —(3210) 

Tho same idea is further clarified in the following— 


TEXTS (3211-3212) 

“ TKEY ARE EQUIPPED WITH ETERNAL QUALITIES AND ETERNAL FUNC- 
TIONS , HENCE THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THESE BEING MEN- 
TIONED IN THE eternal Veda —On .the other hand, Buddha, 

ETC ARE PERISHABLE BEINGS, HENCE IT IS NOT POSSIBLE 
FOR THEM TO BE MENTIONED IN THE ETERNAL SCHIr- 

ture And when the scripture is held to be 
eternal, the assuming of the Omniscient 
Person is entirely futile” — (3211- 
3212) 

COMMENTARY 

>« the eternal scripture ’—Because, ,f the\ were so 
• P We. the relationship between the Mord and Us meaning would have to 
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be regarded as ephemeral, not-eternal , because the other party docs not 
admit of an eternal scripture , — and because, if they did admit of it, the 
postulating of the Omniscient l’erson would be entirely futile — (3211-3212) 

The same idea is further explained — 


TEXTS (3213-3214) 


“Bather than admit the idea of the scripture indicating the 
Omniscient Person, it is ear better to accept the idea that it 
indicates Dharma Because the clear knowledge op 
Dharma (directly from the Veda) is superior to the 


unclear knowledge derived indirectly through 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
MENTIONED IN THE VEDA — THUS IT CANNOT 
BE MAINTAINED THAT THE OMNISCIENT 

Person is spoken of in the scrip- 
tures ”—(3213-3214) 


COMMENTARY 

Rather than entertain the idea that the Eternal Scripture mentions the 
OmniBcient Person, it is better to accept the idea that Dharma is taught by 
that Scripture 

Question — In what way is it better ’ 

insv.nr -'Because t)u> dear knowledge, etc etc '-The knowledge of Dharma 
, , Veda is clear and direct, because the light emanating 

therefrom is equally available for all things On the other hand, the Dhar ®“ 
tiieretrom is q y Omniscient Person mentioned in the 

learnt through the Person has retired into 

Scripture is indirect and mdistin , when Ho hod not retired 

Nirvana and cannot be dear y and henc(J couId not unpart nnj 

teachi 80 ”®^ ifBe did impart teachings, these could not be heard by all 
men at all times and places —(3213-3214) 

■Hmj following Text show, that the Omuttcwit Feret ™ cannot be , ohcUW 

n-nn-OTOT Person were sees at 

■* zsz • :i " 

fWorrenrENT PERSON BE COGNISED 

THE OMNISCEEN 1 »» f 3215) 

STRENGTH OF ANALOGY ( 


ON THE 


commentary 


Analogy, 

envisages the 
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tion of a simitar thing , for example, there is remembrance of the Cow tlirongh 
the perception of the Gavaya , — it is not possible fot any one to perceive at. 
the present tune any person similar to the Omniscient Person , — lienee, on 
account of the smi darlhmg not being perceptible. Analog! cannot be operative 
m the case m question 

This argument may be formulated as follows — When any object similar 
to an object is not perceptible, the latter cannot be amenable to Analog!’, — 
e g the Son of the Barren Woman , — any person similar to tho Omniscient 
Person is not perceptible , — so there is non-apprehension of the wider 
character — (3215) 

Further, it is not only that the knowledge of the Omniscient Person 
cannot be derived from Analog!’ ; on the contrary it n ould be right for all 
men to deduce, from Analogy, the fact that there can be no Omniscient 
Person 

This is what is shown in the following — 


TEXT (321b) 

1* IN DING THAT ALL MEN Of THE PRESENT TIME ARE 71 of OMNISCIENT, 
—THE CERTAINTY IS DERIVED FROM ANALOGY BASED UPON THIS 
SIMILARITY, THAT ALL OTHER MEN (Of THE PAST AND THE 
FUTURE) COULD NOT BE OMNISCIENT ” — (321G) 

COMMENTARY 

In order to show that the Omniscient Person cannot be known tlirongh 
Presumption, the Vatdiha puts forward the view of the other party 


TEATS (3217-3218) 

‘ S0ME OYE MAY ACCEPT ® Omniscient Person on the following 
grounds (A) ‘ The teachings of Buddha relating to Dharma 
and Adfianna CANNOT be explained, if there be no Omnis- 
cient Person ,— thus from Presumption, one can admit 
the Omniscient Person,— even though it has 
been shown that Perception and the other 
means OF Cognition are not capable or 
affording the knovtledge op the said 
Person ’ ’—(3217-3218) 

COMMENTARY 

■» "» •»* — a 

and all such things wore not know n to H '^omniscience — i e if Dharma 

etc. lime been domed as \ ouchinn for H Hcince ’ c ' on (ho "gh Perception, 

"OO os ouchmg for the existence of tho Ommsc.ent Poison, 
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TEXTS (3219-3221) 

(-B) Os, THIS, ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OI THE LM.SW.NCf 01 Till 
Omniscient Person may be stated in the form oi the following 
Inference OF THE Sdmawjatodrsta kind (difference from thi 
Universal to the Particular) -Is evert other case Ti ach- 
ing IS FOUND TO BE PRECEDED BY THE KNOW LEDGE OF THE THING 
TAUGHT, AND WHEREVER THERE IS TEACHING, IT IS ALWAYS 
PRECEDED BY THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE SUBJECT TAUGHT, 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE POTENCIES OF Harilnkt 
AND SUCK THINGS THE TEACHING OF Dharma and 

Adharma has been given by Buddha , — hence it is 

INFERRED THAT THE TEACHISL MUST HAVE BEEN 
PRECEDED BY A KNOWLEDGE OI THOSE 

MATTERS (3219-3221) 


COMMENTARY 

The special mention of the ‘ Samnmjntorlrflei ’ Inference (from the Uni 
verbal Premiss) implies the impossibility of the Particular Premiss , n« u matter 
of fact, it is onlv when tlio relation between the particular Probnns and the 
particular Subject lias been pencil ed, that, ol alnterttmc, the same Prolmns 
is made to \ ie!d an Xnfereneo that sets aside all doubts on thr point , and it 
is this Inference that is called ‘ (''isftcftUocfrffa ’ (based on it partie ular J’mmiNs) 
As a matter of fact, no relationship has boon perceived between the Oinnisi lent 
Person and the Teaelinig of Dharma, etc , homo this «m ho an insuutre nf 
Inforenco from a Universal Premiss only hor instance it has been found 
as a universal truth that in am one * chain the Teaching is alums preeitl'd 
by Knowledge , hcnco just ns in the case of Dorndatin. it hating taen found 
that his change of place is preceded In movement, so in the cn«« of tie rim, 
tl, 0 chango of place leads to the inference of its movement m tie. cam. 
manner, from the fact that Buddha imparted reaching- relating to Mania. 
it is mforred that He possessed the l-nowledge of Pharma 

The argument mn\ be formulated ns follow- — 5>«r. leu lung i- 
nreceded bv the Teacher’s know ledge of what is tnngh. , - "C «<>' *' whing. 
relating to the pomnetes of the //nriM/J ,-Buddlm’- tcnh.ng of /Men e 
^ Sung, hence this ,s a Re..-en hiecd upon the nntum of ..*» - 

(3219-3221) 

The JIWMlA onswer to the above r- follow - 
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TEXTS (3222-3223) 

< Ab THE pact is capable of another explanation, the Presumption 
(put forward) has no efficacy (in proving the existence of 
the Omniscient Person) For the same reason, the 
Inference that has been put forward is not valid 
For instance, the fact of Buddha and others 
having taught Dharma, etc can be explained 

IN ANOTHER WAY— FOR INSTANCE, AS BEING 
DUE TO DREAMS, OR TO DELUSION, OR TO 

the Veda itself, or to wrong 
teaching.”— (3222-3223) 

COMMENTARY 

Teaching by people may he due to delation and other causes also ,— 
hence both, the Presumption and the Inference cited, are mcondusae 

Question —How can it be otherwise explained ’ 

Answer —‘To dreams, etc etc'— as declared m Shabara's Bhasya 
f j 1 g ) — -‘Teaching proceeds from delusion also, and when there is no 
Delusion it proceeds from the Veda also ’ —Teaching proceeding from 
Delusion is found in cases where things dreamt of are taught , and that 
proceeding from the Veda is found m the case of the teachings of Mans 
and others — (3222-3223) 

As regards Sugata and others, who are ignorant of the Veda, — their 
teachings might have proceeded from sheer Delusion , — for the purpose of 
deceu mg people 

This is pointed out in the following — 


TEXTS (3224-3225) 

‘ Those who are ignorant of the Veda cannot have their teach- 
ing BASED UPON THE VEDA , IT CAN PROCEED FROM DELUSION ONLY 
In THE WORLD THE TEACHINGS THAT ARE PROPOUNDED BY 
WICKED TEACHERS ARE NOT BASED UPON THE VEDA , THEY 
PROCEED EITHER PROM DELUSION OR FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF DUPING THE DISCIPLES.” — (3224-3225) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Ataddehrayat — not based on the Veda — (3224-3225) 

Question ■■ — How is it known that the teaching of Buddha does not 
proceed on the basis of the Veda 1 
Aiisucr — 

44 
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TEXTS (3226-3227) 

" If the teaching of BuMlia had been based ebon the Veda, it 

WOULD HAVE BEEN IMPACTED TO ONLY SUCH PERSONS AS WERE 

Vedio scholars,— just like the teachings of Manu and 

OTHERS As A MATTER OF FACT, HOWEVER, BUDDHA’S 
TEACHINGS ARE FOUND TO HAVE BEEN IMPARTED TO 
IGNORANT PERSONS AND Shudras , HENCE IT 
MUST BE DEFECTIVE AND ILLUSORY, LIKE 
THE MAKING OF COUNTERFEIT COINS ” — 

(3226-3227) 


COMMENTARY 

If Buddha’s teachings regarding Dharma had been based upon the 
Veda, then, He would have imparted them,— hke Manu and other teachers— 
to learned Brahmanas , as a matter of fact, however they were imparted— 
not to Brahmanas, but to the ignorant Shudras , hence we conclude that the 
teaching must be ‘ illusory ’—false, just hke the making of counterfeit coins 
-(3226-3227) 


As regards Manu and others, these were learned in the Veda, hence 
their teachings regarding Dharma, etc are all based upon the Veda, 
ore not independent of it —This is pointed out in the following 


TEXT (3228) 

Scholars,— their assertions 

/is twd Veda — (3228) 

COMMENTARY 

Tbs tree VedaG.—Sl TSW “? ’—Brflm*™*- 

Veda— (3228) 

, -rr 0 ™ 18 this also known ? 

Question .—How » " 

Answer : — 
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TEXT (3229) 

“ It is not conceivable that these Teachers should have compiled 

THEIR WORKS AND THEN IMPARTED THE it TO OTHERS, — WITHOUT 
HAVING FOUND, OB SHOWED TO THE- PUPILS, THE 
ORIGINAL VEDIO TEXTS.” — (3229) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Imparted ’ — Taught 

Thus, it having been, found that the Omniscient Person cannot fall 
withm the scope of any of the five Means of Knowledge, — it follows that he 
must fall within that of the sixth, Non-apprehension, Negation Hence the 
Reason that * he is envisaged by Negation 1 becomes established —That this 
Reason is not Inconclusive has been already shown above j that this is so is 
proved by the fact that the regarding of the Person as non-existent cannot 
have any other cause — (3229) 

Some people have held the following opinion — We do not seek to single 
out any particular person as being omniscient , all that we seek to prove is 
the possibility of there being such a Person , our idea being that there is 
some one who is omniscient,— or that omniscience does exist in some person — 
as can be deduced from the fact that there are ascending grades of wisdom. 

The answer to these is as follows — 


TEXTS (3230-3231). 

“ If PROOFS WERE ADDUCED TO PROVE THAT ‘ THEBE IS SOME ONE WHO IS 

OMNISCIENT , OR THAT ‘ THERE IS OMNISCIENCE IN SOME MAN , 

THEN THAT WOULD PALL SHORT OF YOUR PROPOSITION In 
FACT THESE ASSERTIONS DO NOT REPRESENT WHAT IS MEANT 
TO RE PROVED THERE IS NO PURPOSE IN PROVING 
WHAT IS ASSERTED IN THE ABOVE FORM 

(3230-3231) 


COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained before that the Reason adduced bv the Buddhist 
is Inconclusive, the timammla therefore proceeds to point out the defects 
m In*? subject (Proposition) 

What the Buddhist wishes to prove is the omniscience of his ow n Teacher, 
-not morels Omniscience m general Because, when the Omniscient 
rermn is sought for by the intelligent man, -it cannot be for mere fun 

m d003 '° '" th U,c ,doa From His words I 

ball find out what manna and Adharma are and regulato my activity or 
inactivity accordingly' Even ,f the omstence of the Omnis'cient Pe'rson 
in genera were proved, it could have no effect upon the activity of the 
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man, because there can be no conviction regarding the word.- of mu li 
Person until a particular person had been found to be ronllv snrii Hen 
it is the particular Omniscient Person whose existence should be proved 1 
one who wishes to regulate his activity Thus therefore the general n—ertn 
would be far short of the Proposition 

‘ What is meant to be proved ' — i o the fact that one wishes to e«!«blt»l 
‘ Sah ' — 1 e the particular Omniscient Person, m the person of v our ow 
Teacher. 

‘ Anaya ’ — the Proposition now put forward 

• What is asserted ’ — le the vague statement that ‘some Ommseiei; 
Person exists ’ or ‘ omniscience belongs to soma one ’, — without reierenee t 
any particular person By the proving of such a Proposition, no usefti 
purpose would he served — (3230-3231) 


Quest ion — How bo 1 
Answer — 

TEXT (3232). 

“ By proving some Omniscient Person in general, you cannot git 

AT THAT PARTICULAR PERSON WHOSE OMNISCIENCE \OV ARP 

asserting for the purpose of establishing the 

TRUTHFULNESS OF HIS WORD ” — (3232) 


COMMENTARY 

Question —Why cannot such a Person bo got at I 
Answer — 


TEXT (3233). 

■ SO LONG AS Buddha IS NOT PROVED TO BE OMNISCIENT, H.S Wo»..x 

SL faSmunreihable) how can the trlthhilm- 
RE Tbu^h/re established by the 

tWTsmr.NT Person in general — 


COMMENTARY 

- ...» - •'» °zzr£S!:x£~ - cs 

there can bo no certainty «8 m) th( , tmthfulm-u, of ItvUUo . 

r« 5 


The same idea is 


further duuduted . 
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TEXT (3334). 

“ The omniscience of one Person cannot establish the truthful- 

NESS OF THE WORD OF ANOTHER PERSON It IS ONLY WHEN THE 
TWO ARE CO-SUBSTRATE — THAT THEY SUPPORT ONE 
ANOTHER ” — (3234) 

COMMENTARY 

Question — When is there invariable concomitance between the two 
(Omniscience and Truthfulness) ? 

Answer — 1 It is only, etc etc ’ — ‘ Go-substrates ’ — subsisting m the same 
Person — ‘ Tayoh ’ — between ‘ omniscience ’ and ‘ truthfulness of word ’ — 
' Support ’—signifies causal relation 

What is meant is as follows — It is only when the two reside m the 
same Person that Omniscience can be the reason for truthfulness , not other- 
wise If it were not so, there would be incongruities — (3234) 

The following Texts show that these same arguments serve to reject the 
argument that other people have put forward in support of the existence of 
the Omniscient Person — 


TEXTS (3235-3237) 

[The argument put forward is] — ■' All the things that there 

ARE IN THIS WORLD MUST BE PERCEPTIBLE TO SOME PERSON, — BECAUSE 
THEY ARE ENTITIES, COGNISABLE AND KNOWABLE, — LIKE THE CURD, 

Colour, Taste and other things ’ — Inasmuch as mere 

KNOWLEDGE IS MENTIONED, IT FALLS SHORT OF THE ORIGINAL 

Proposition (of the Buddhist) , so that the * Omniscient 
Person ’ whose existence is desired to be proved 

DOES NOT BECOME ESTABLISHED IN THIS MANNER — If 

some Person other than Buddha had become omnis- 
cient, OF what USE COULD THIS KNOWLEDGE BE 
IN THE PROVING OF THE RELIABILITY OF THE WORDS 

of Buddha i ”—(3235-3237) 


COMMENTARY 

Mlintcrer is endowed with eogmsdbihly, knowabihty and the character 
of ICI1IO an entity, must bo perceptible to some person,— e g the Curd, Colour, 
nn «o forth, all things ha\o the said characters of knowabihty, etc. 
-hence tins is a Reason based upon the nature of things ’ 

f , 1 tr , < ' "f bcforo - 11 hnR pointed out that the conclusion falls 

> short of the desired Proposition, and the Reason is Inconclusive 
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Tims then, it is not possible to prove tho existence of the Omniscient 
Person, either tn t)cncral or m particular Honee it becomes established 
Hint t hero cnn he no Omniscient Person And when there is no Omniscient 
Person, there lh.ii bn no words of such a Person , consequently no man can 
nnilertiihe mi netisitj through such words — (3235-3237) 

Or, t hero may bo nn Omniscient Parson , oven so, there can be no 1 words ’ 
(‘ assertion *) uttered by Him, — on which your activities could be based — 
This is shown in tho following — 


TEXTS (3238-3230) 

“ Wiiia He occupies the Ten Stages, and add His Attachment and 

OTHER DETECTS HAVE CEASED, THEN ALONE He CAN APPREHEND ALL 
THINGS, THROUGH HlS ICnOW LEDGE WHICH IS LIKE PURE CRYSTAL 

When rapt in Meditation, His mind concentrated on 
the idea or all things, He would be pervaded 
BY ALL things , AND would not be able to 
impart any teachings ” — (3238-3239) 


COMMENTARY 

Standing upon tho Ten Stages, all impositics of Attachment, etc having 
disappeared. Hr- Knowledge becomes like the pure crystal, whereby all 
cognisable tilings become apprehended , -such ifl your explanaUon 

E Now at this stage, His mind would be concentrated— being intent upon 
the idea ^ all things . so that Ho could not be m a position to propound 
toclinings relating particularly to DHarma , bemg unable to perform 
those functions all at once —(3238-3239) 


It might, be said that “ Hb would impart the teaching on wakmg from 
Meditation 

Tlio answer to that is as follows 


TEXT (3240). 

„„ Hb would teach some one thing, like any 
« At the would be the assertion or a man 

ordinary speaker, not that of an 

with partial knowledge, NOT 

Omniscient Person —(3240) 

COMMENTARY 

„ „fied without some Cognition , 
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would be in the conceptual state , and m this state there is no difference 
between the child and the wise man , so that He would be not-ommscient, 
and His assertion would not be the assertion of the Omniscient Person — 
(3240) 

The following might be urged — He does not actually teach anything 
at all , as He is always rapt in nan-conceptual (indeterminate Abstract) 
Communion , what happens is that, under His supervision, there become 
revealed the teachings relating to the various forms of Dharma, m the shape 
of the ideas of things This has been thus declared — ‘ During the night 
that Buddha became enlightened, and when He reached Panmrvana , — at 
that time, not a single syllable was uttered by Him, nor was anything said , 
— wily I — because Buddha is ever rapt m Communion , what happens however 
is that His disaiples, who can grasp only teachings expressed in spoken 
words, hear sounds proceeding from the mouth of Buddha, like that of wool 
issuing out of the ufrixta (turban t) *. t 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXTS (3241-3243). 

“ The following assertions have been made (by Buddhists)—' When 
Buddha is rapt in Communion, and stands unruffled t.thtti the 
Chinta-jcwel,— teachings issue forth, freely, prom even the 

WALLS , AND WITH THE HELP OP THESE, MEN COME TO KNOW AT.r. 
THAT THEY WANT TO KNOW , AND THUS THEY QUICKLY SECURE 
ALL THAT IS GOOD FOB THEM — SUCH ASSERTIONS SOUND 
WELL ONLY WHEN ADDRESSED TO PEOPLE IMBUED WITH 
FAITH , WE HOWEVER ARE WANTING IN THAT FAITH, AND 
HENCE ASK FOR REASONS ” — (3241-3243) 


COMMENTARY 

' Ghinia-ratna ' is the Ohin/Smam, a gem believed to provide all that 
ono desires 

,, Th °.^ p3hot of the who5e 16 os follows .—An assertion like the one just 
fait r^rr™ 5 “ BUpport - scrand we " when addressed to the 
sunn US /r evW - admit «*y such things as can be 
MO accent ™ f eas0I “’ nnd h ° nxxa Reason is wlmt we ask for; liow then can 
P c i assertions wholly unsupported by reasons ! — (3241-3243) 

the taaclnnmtT' ^ n ~J'™Ptiori put foi ward may be true ; even so, as regards 
lo 0 e 1 eT S ^ fr ° ra th6 would always be a doubt 

th l STOSlDn the Ommseient One, hence 

Tins is nliot nier) nn ° behove them to be true and reliable. — 

ms is u list , s pointed out in the following .— 
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TEXTS (3244-3246) 

“ Teachings issuing prom the walls could not be accepted as 

TAUGHT BV A RELIABLE PERSON IN FACT, THERE WOULD BE NO CON- 
FIDENCE IN THEM, — IT BEING DOUBTFUL BY WHOM THEY HAVE BEEN 
PROPOUNDED — HAVE THEY BEEN PROPOUNDED BY Buddha, OR BY 
deceitful Brahmanas, put forward in joke, by means of 

WORDS BEARING THE SEMBLANCE OF THE WORDS (OF BuDDHA), 

— OR BY PETTY UNSEEN ELEMENTALS AND OTHERS — PoR 
THESE REASONS, PEOPLE WHO REGARD THEMSELVES AS 
WISE SHOULD PLACE NO CONFIDENCE IN SUCH 

teachings ” — (3244-3246) 


COMMENTARY 

AU this is easily comprehensible — (3244-3246) 

So far the Author has set forth arguments, from Rumania's point of 
VIOIV, against the Buddhist new that there are Omniscient, Persons— He 
non sets forth arguments adduced by the two writers. Samara and Yajmta, 
against, the idea of the Omniscient Person — 


TEXTS (3247-3261) 

« T hus then, there is no room for the omniscience of men We 
NOW proceed to consider why the Omniscient Person has 

been postulated i — Your Omniscient Person-does He a^re- 

hend all things by a single Cognition * Or by several 
Cognitions * And then, does he apprehend them all atotc 

ZZ SUCCESSION NOTICING ONLY THE MORE ^ 

Tn no c-.se has it been seen that a single Cognition appre 

LnDS SUCH CONTRADICTORY THINGS AS jnrre AND *^TuND 

” * — -s 

endless number of thinos, past, NATURE, APPREHENDS 

IF THE Person, by his own specific individualities 

all thinos, -he cannot APPR™^«; EC ^ W0TO D be the 
OP ALL things under ~“^;Cthings only in 
use OF the Omniscient ^ „ N o other form is the 

THEIR GENERAL FORM ^ UNIFORM COONIWON 

thing apprehended — Th ® bb help to be true, then 

COULD BE EITHER TRUE BAC TS AS IT WOULD MEAN 

THIS WOULD a SECOND , AND THE RESULT OF THIS 

that all is on&r yr&R 
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WOULD BE THAT THEBE WOULD BE NO SUCH DIVEBSE ENTITIES AS 

the Disciple, the Omniscient Person, Dharma , Adharma, and the 
Teachings of the said Person as the distinctive features 
of these would not be cognised. — If the one Uniform Cognition 

BE HELD TO BE false, THE OMNISCIENT PERSON TURNS OUT TO BE A 

deluded Person ; so that no confidence should be refosed in 
His words, which are like the words of demented and intoxi- 
cated men — If then the Omniscient Person is held to be that 
Person who apprehends all things and their causes, through 
a single abnormal Cognition brought about by Communion, — 
then there can be no Means of Cognition to vouch for His 

EXISTENCE, — IN THE SHAPE OF PERCEPTION OR INFERENCE OR WORD, 

that is not produced by that Person himself. Hence the 
conclusion would be that such a Person does not exist — 
Whether simultaneously or successively, how could there 
be any Inference without an effect ! — As a matter of fact, 
a certain person can either have no potency at all, or if he 
has, then he would have all potencies , so that all beings 
would be able to have the Cognition of all things And yet as 
A matter of fact, wanting in the necessary means, people do 
not cognise all things — The idea that ‘ there is one Person 

WHO HAS ACQUIRED SPECIAL POWERS NOT COMMON AMONG MEN, AND 
He KNOWS ALL THINGS ’—IS ENTIRELY BASELESS — THUS THEN, NO 

Omniscient Person of any kind is conceivable Consequently 

NO HUMAN ASSERTION COULD BE THE MEANS OF PROVIDING THE 

knowledge of Dharma." — (3247-3361) 


COMMENTARY 

Does the tnan regarded as * omniscient ’ know all things at one and the 
same time • Or in succession, one after the other 1 — Or, does He apprehend 
t re whole world as one, in one form, such as eternal and the like 1 Or onlv 
the more important tlimgs-those for instance that are useful to men, such 
ns the effects following from Acts and so forth ’—Or is He called ‘ omniscient ’ 
“T H ° the ca P ao ‘ty to know all things, -like Fire, which, though 

>cL"y.rz e r’ " thmgs ' e,ther - 

He knou^h!? firSt oltrrnaUve < two alternative views are possible Does 
s«or7col ltaneo "^ a Cognition I Or through 

because never) ^ ° f0 ’ 1,d not know them through a single Cognition , 
such as the 1,19 1 , en Rwn t * lat so ' oraI mutually contradictory things, — 
Vr,nlr;: C and ^ apprehended by a single Coition 

there exist in h"^' * To w,mt ha PP°ns is that at one and the same time 

tmdictorj Unrigs"” Cofm,t,on,, envisaging the various mutually con- 
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ii«r Eir- *~55=: tar, 

r, , , ° f iact ' severaI Cognitions in the same ' Cham ’ of b 

Cognition have never been found to appear * * * * 

[Several lines of the text are missing here ] 


[The Buddhist’s answer to the MimSmaaha'e 
Omniscient Person,— embodied in Texts 3128-3261 ] 


arguments against the 


TEXTS (3262-3263) 

Tots have the Mimamsakas abgued, being firm believers in the 

SELF-SUFFIOIENCY OF THE VEDA — BUT WE HAVE ALREADY TROYES 
m DETAIL THAT THE VEDA IS THE WORK OF A PERSON — HENC® 

THE CONCLUSION IS IRRESISTIBLE THAT THERE IS A PERSON 
WHO HAS THE DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS , 

AND NO ONE CAN KNOW THINGS BY MEANS OF 

the Etebnal Word, which is an impossi- 
bility — (3262-3263) 


COMMENTARY 

Thus the conclusion is that there is a Person who perceives things 
directly by Himself, not through the * Eternal Word ’ , because the ‘ Eternal 
Word ' is an impossibility 

* The ‘ em ' after ‘ (Pros id ’ should be construed after * sdksdt ’ — (3262- 
3263) 

Xt may be possible to have the ‘ Eternal Word ’ , even so, however, it 
cannot be right to accept it as a means of knowing supersensuous things — 
This is what is pointed out in the following — 

TEXT (3264) 

The ‘ Eternal Word ’ oak never have the capacity to bring about 
the Cognition of its own meaning, — because thebe is 

INCOMPATIBILITY BETWEEN ' SUCCESSION * AND ‘ SIMUL- 
TANEITY ’ —(3264) 


COMMENTARY 

■ Its own meaning'— what is expressed by the word— Or, ‘sva ’ (m 
■ seartha ’) may stand for the ‘ self ’, the nature, of the Word 
for what is expressed by it , so the compound ‘ eedrthajncna would mean 

Word’ could be either inhCT ^ 

“tseffeel'^is'mcompatibihty between accession and . 
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and apart from these, there is no other method possible "whereby there could 
be effective action , as the two (succession and simultaneity) are mutually 
exclusive Hence all effective action must be invariably concomitant with 
succession and simultaneity 

Now, in the case of the ‘Eternal World 5 , it cannot bring about the 
Cognition of its * meaning 5 m succession , because at the time that the first 
effect is being brought about, the cause would not have lost its capacity 
to brmg about the subsequent effects (Cognitions) ; so that all these should 
appear, all at the same time Nor is it possible for these effects to be brought 
about in succession, because even at the later moment, — just as at the 
moment of the bringing about of the first effect — the efficiency of the cause 
would be there intact, and hence there would be an incongruity if it did not 
bring about the first effect over again — This argument may be formulated as 
follows — When a thing is devoid of a wider character, it must be devoid of 
the loss wide character , — e g the Jar, which is devoid of the character of 
4 tree is devoid of the character of * shimshapa 5 (a particular tree) , the 
‘Eternal Word 5 called Veda is devoid of the character of ‘succession and 
simultaneity 5 which includes under itself the character of ‘ effective 
action * , — hence, by implication, there is non-apprehension of the wider 
character -Thus it is not possible for the ‘ Eternal TVord 5 to have the said 
capacity inherent m itself 

Nor can the said capacity be due to any other contributory cause 
Because the capacity being nothing apart from its very nature, cannot, like 
this nature, be brought about by any such cause Even if there were some 
such cause, any relationship to it would be impossible This has been dis- 
cussed several times 

Thus then, the idea of the Cognition of supersensuous things being due 
to fc e Eternal Word *, being rejected by Inference, cannot be accepted — 
(o264) 


It has been argued that — “ The Percetver of Dharma cannot exist, 
cause the only means of Cognition by which his existence can be envisaged 
is Non-apprehension ’ (Negation) ” 

In answer to this, th< Buddhist is going to show from the other party’s 
Own point of view, that this Proposition that ‘ there can be no Perceiver of 
narma is annulled by Presumption, and the Reason adduced (‘because 
envisaged by non-apprehension ’) is Inadmissible — 


TEXTS (3265-3267). 

■ trms it Follows that things like Heaven, Sacrifice and the 

„ H,U E BEEN SPOKEN OF BY THE PERSON WHO KNEW THEM 

itself In fact, under yoxjr view also the author of 

Srrvvr>^ DA W ° U1 ‘ D BE SBCa A PERSON CAPABLE OF PERCEIVING 
p ' ^SHODS THINGS ; OR A PERSON WHO KNOWS ALL ABOUT 

„ 11 rATrER » Spirit and other things , or one who 

F ALL THJNGS In FACT, IF SUCH AN AUTHOR WERE NOT 
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ADMITTED, THERE COULD BE SO RELIABILITY IN THE VEDA THUS 
THEY, THE ACCEPTANCE OF THE ‘ PeRCEIVER OF DhARMA ’ HAYIN' B 
BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT BY PRESUMPTION, — IT ANNULS THE DENIAL 

of such a Person which you halt: elaborated in such detail — 

(3265-3267) 

003BIENTARY 


‘By Himself' — independently of alt else, le independently of the 
knot! ledge provided bv the Veda 

* Such a Person ’ — i e the like of whom you are denying 

* Brought about by Presumption ' , — i e bv the force of the doctrine that 
the Veda is reliable 

It is on this ground tliat the opponent’s Reason — ‘because He is 
envisaged bv Xegation ’ — becomes Inadmissible , because He is actual I 3 ’ 
envisaged bv Presumption — (3265-3267) 


Under Text 3129 cl seg it lias been asserted by the Opponent that “the 
term ‘ all ’ is used in reference to the context and on this several alterna- 
tives have been put forward and many objections urged (against the idea of 

the AB-lnounng, Omniscient, Person) 

But there is no room for all this ; because we do not admit of any such 
idea mien we postulate the Omniscient Person, we do not mean that He 
knows all possible things, even those other than Pharma And the objections 
urged would he applicable to.only such an idea In fact, the 0mi ™™^ 
Person ’ postulated by us is one whose mind has become freed froni all 
rations and afflictions, obstacles to knowledge and impurities, by vnrtu 
of which Pharma and other things all become revealed to his consciousness 
Against such a view you have not put forward a single argument 

Again, it has been argued all 

one hodyalonethere^ so -de without any proof, 

these ?— etc etc 11115 18 assertion without reasons in support 

and nothing can be proved J ,, bf) este b),shed for all men 

of it —Because in this way, all tiling following statement — 

With a view to all this, the Author makes the following 


TEXTS (3268-3269) 

,C TO THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF ANY 

Further, what has been ass ® b et0 _ is mTHO uT any basis, 

ONE KNOWING ALL HAIRS AN ^ QUITE POSSIBLE THAT 

DUE ENTIRELY TO IGNORANCE, BECAUSE IT 

there hay BE - 

manifested by ™e<^ easok eaS been AD duced 

— r^sucH possibility (3268-3269) 

** tt. <■»"*• 

• KtoB »» !>•»•-»"* “ ■*“ 

Probans is not available 
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The knowledge is ‘ dear free from impurities, and aberrations obstruct- 
ing the vision of things to be known it is ' unflinching not shaken by the 
gusts of passion, etc — The knowledge is spoken of as ‘light’, because it 
illumines things , all things — Dharma, etc — become ‘ manifested ’ — made 
known The irregular compounding is done on the strength of implication. 

‘ No reason has been adduced, etc etc ' — 1 e any proof to the contrary — 
It is not only that no proof has been adduced , in fact, there can be no proof 
to the contrary 

(A) For instance, there can he no Perception annulling the idea of the 
Omniscient Person , because He is not amenable to that Means of Cognition 
It is only when a thing is amenable to Perception that, if it is cognised as 
something contrary to its well-known form, such cognition is annulled by 
Perception , e g when Sound is cognised as inaudible, this Cognition is 
annulled by the perception of audibility There can be no such annulment 
m a case where Perception is not applicable at all As a matter of fact, 
the Cognitions appearing in the * Cham ’ of other people are never amenable 
to perception by one who is not omniscient , and it could be only if such 
were the case, that the assertion of Omniscience could be annulled by 
Perception And the reason for this inapplicability of Perception lies in the 
fact that all men are possessed of limited powers of vision If such Cogni- 
tions were amenable to Perception by any one, that person himself would be 
omniscient , and hence Omniscience could not be denied 

The following might be urged — “ We do not mean that it is by being 

applied to the Omniscient Person that Perception proves His non-existence, 

but as being inapplicable to it That is, when Perception is not applicable to 
a certain thing, it proves the non-existence of that thing , e g m the case of 
the Hare’s Homs ’ In a case where Perception does apply, the thing 
perceived does exist , as in the case of things like the Sword As regards 
the Omniscient Person, Perception has never been found to be applicable , 
hence, from this inapplicability of Perception it is inferred that the Person 
does not exist ” 


This is entirely irrelevant Because the conclusion that is deduced 
rom the inapplicability of Perception cannot be said to have been brought 
about by Perception , because presence (applicability) and absence (non-apph- 
cabihty) cannot co-exist m the same thing Further, the inapplicability of 
Perception is not invariably concomitant with non-existence of the thing 
concerned , and it is only if ,t were so that the non-existence could be 
mfeired from inapplicability of Perception , because even when a thing is there. 
Perception is found to be inapplicable, if the thing is hidden or remote, etc. 

of Per ? 8 m!8ht b ° Urged ~“ d ° ‘hat the inapplicability 

Perln P Pr °' eS non ' exjstence • all that we mean is that when the 
Perception is inoperative, it proves the nonexistence ”. 

18 * “ ere Chang6 m thG wordln S o' >o«r statement; there is no 

ol e there m :~ g ’ mer8 Change ° f words oannot alter facts, or 
of a 1 incongruities. Because • cessation or « net-operating ’ 

i! r, negat! ° n ° f «“*»», ‘he same mcanifg 

P hy tho word ‘become inoperative % ‘ceased’, the oalv 
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difference is that -while one (cessation) denies other things and expresses, tiie 
one thing meant, the other (‘ ceased ’) expresses the same tlung without 
denying other tilings In reality, both terms express the ‘ non-existence ’ o: 
the thing concerned. What again is non-existent cannot be a cause ; and non- 
existence is characterised bv the absence of all potencies. It Is for this 
reason that when one tiling is productive or illuminative of another, it is so 
products e or illuminative only when its existence is there, not when its exist- 
ence has ceased , e g the Seed which is productive of the sprout, and the 
Lamp which, is illuminative of colour : and when these two (Seed and Lamp) 
have ceased, thav are not able to do the producing or the iilununating 

Further, what is the meaning of the statement that — t Perception, 
having ceased, proves non-existence ” ? If the meaning is that Perception 
has censed, disappeared, from the ‘present’ state-then it would unplv 
that it is there m the ' past ' and ‘ future ’ states ; and it has been alreadv 
proved that the * past * and the ‘ future ’ thing does not exist at all:— 
how then could there be any operation of what is non-existent ?— If, secondly, 
the meaning of the statement is that though existing at the preset tune, 
it does not come about (appear) in connection with a certain thing, -and it 
is m this sense that Perception is said to have ‘ceased ’ (become inapplicable! 
—even so this cannot prove the non-existence of the thing in qmstion: 
as the premass would be wrong and fallible: as the mere fact last Visual 
Pe-ceptmn does not appear in connection with Odour, Taste, etc. cannot 
pro™ that these latter do not exist -Thus Perception cannot prove the non- 

existence of anything - *■»,- >,0^*: 

, _ _.-i ic tx fhot is <0- then hov is it chat, on *.0© 

ot jszzxrz - — - — 

existence of the thing became figurine in the same Co gnu-on if 

but that, when two things (nominee) of the 

only one appears there it ^ Jfthat both cannot be cognised 

other. And the ground that the capability is equally present 

in one and the same torm, on tne gr rf*Snx«lv cognised 

in. 


one and the same form, ** have never definitely cograed 

both.— In the case m quction h ^ Coupon as anything else; 

* fact of °7 f T chlaS^J'i us to deduce the consistence of 
the presence oi which absolutely imperceptible. 

0lI1D TtaK l ^is dearth®* Perception cannot annul the notion oithe Onuusacn 

Because it is held that Inference ai J -w.- has been regarded as envisaging 

tion (Analogy and VI «*> ^ thm no 

^The following ^ ^ 

Omniscient Person, ire 
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ar= aas a — £r the BiTcnve Xegaiion. iSecstion cf cmm’sciince. in relation 
T~ ail men f sc tbs; there is certshly mom for the operation of Inference 
snd ether Mesne c£ Ccnraor . 

It gsr be so : bnt even. so. Inference is net possible ; because there is 
n: Indicative (Prohors) known tc he present in sH men. vrfcich is invariably 
'.n::n-rn -with t^n^irs-ece. Snch character as ‘being knowshle ’. 
- r,_- — ^ Teis-her ' and so forth. which have been pot forward, — ell these ere 
Inocnelnsrvs. as we are going tc shew Inter cm 

again is Fresamption able tc prove the non-exfetence of the 
p — c . person. Became, in the ihst place, we do not admit of any 
hirers cf Cognition apart torn Perception and Inference. Secondly, even 
it there are ether Means of Ccgridcn. Prestanprfor. is net capable of proving 
the non-existence cf tee Omnrscien- Person. Became Prastmption is based 
nrren the idea that a certain well known fact — seen or heard of. — is not 
exrliiable otherwise scan cn the basis of the unseen factor which is thus 
wcswei 5 ; — end as a matter of fact, there is no wed-known fact — seen or 
heard cf — among men. winch is not explicable except on the bests of the 
"cv-cri&rvee cf the Omniscient Person, which, therefore, should beg'-amited. 

yv-r is Analogy able- to prove the non-existence o f the Omniscient Person, 
tvhar is cognised by means cf Analogy is. either the remembered thing having 
for hs sdhm.ee the snrEaricy cf the thing before the eyes. — cr mere similarity 
cf she thing before the eyes, tc the Bemembered Thing. For example, when, 
a man who has cad the perception cf the Ccw goes to the forest, and sees the 
Gxrrre there, hs perceives in this latter, the similarity to the Con. This 
has been thas declared — .‘Tims whst is remembered and perceived es 
similar, forms the object of Analogy, — cr the Similarity itself" (Fkiefemd'tifc 
Cp:rw5- , jLr. ST;. Tens the object that is remembered forms the object of 
Anal ogical Cognftirn : and what is remembered is only what has been appre- 
hended before, not anything else ? — and there is no Omniscient Person who 
has apprehended the Cognitions occnrring in the * Chain of all men : hence 
these conic not he remembered bp- any one. For is there anything appre- 
hended by a Z men which is cehnitely knewn. cs possessing properties m com- 
men -v-.xh *v:'~ -on c ’Iv-o-oo. cn the basis ci which the rcooovloV n£ character 
ci sP men ccnld he remised throngh Analogy. — As regards the quality of 
‘ existence ' etc. which has been femdin the non-Omnscient Person, those 
0..00 have net been trend to be in common with non-omniscience. Besc-nse 
tne cnaary ci ‘existence " is net incompatible with tee O mnis cient Person 
a ho. Former, the perception cf 'existence " in the Gnccyn does not lead to 
— - Anntgval Common cr the car heaog smmar to the (roocvc. an men 
may be -an cn the gremd ci being e.ror'ev, i; cm that cces no: prove them 


- — ' e-sc remtes tne argamem tcct ha« been set forte by the ctn-r 
ty tndm the Pert Cl 16. 

firr.'ra.n " 1 m as the Mstn> oiCcrmtl.r set cafce the trcster/-e cf 

ae Word emmatirg from tanr bo — . 


tc- * a regard’d b"“ tre 1.1-— 1 -v.n 
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of something not being th ° mCTe faet 

that thing , because all things are rot meant t" ® Stab f h the mm-existence of 
Otherwise, there would be non existence of the Scriptures 

Mich things, as these are not mentioned m theT^- y °” m ° Uler8nd 
right to deduce that a certain thine is net m t V 1 ~*" >1 agam 080 ,t bc 
the fact of us not beZT'Jt V ment,oneti “ the Vede at all from 

many * Reseons.onal Toxt ef teT Veda" 7^',° there 

may be mentioned th '" g 

that a certain Vedic Text does speak of the Om^ZntPoJon'^ 0 “ 
The non existence of the Omniscient Person cannot be proved bv the 
argument tmt He forms the objective of the Means oj Cognition railed 

fliST H h PP / eh6n5 ’ 0nl Be ° aUSe lf th,S ‘ Negat,0n ’ as 8 of 

Cognition is described as consisting m the ntsofirfe negation of Cognition - 
then, it cannot form either the Cognition, or the JMeona of Cognition, of am . 
thing at all , and hence the Omniscient Person could not be envisaged by it , 
as it is a non-entity , and hence cannot be a Means of Cognition (or Cognition)' 
If, on the other hand, ‘ Negation is held to be of the nature of Relative 
A cgalton standing for the negation of the entity— m the shape of the Means 
of Cognition,,— even so, as it would be of the nature of the negation of the 
‘ Means of Cognition ’ , it could not be reliable at all One who is a non- 
Brahmana cannot be a Brahmana 


The following might be urged — “ Negation, as a Means of Cognition, is 
not described by us as consisting in the exclusion of all Means of Cognition , 
it is desonbed as a particular form of Cognition, only different from the five 
other Means of Cognition " 

If that is so, then it behoves you to explain in what form it appears 
“ It appears in this form — Inasmuch as the Omniscient Person is not 
cognisable by any one of the five Means of Cognition, He does not exist ” 

If it is in this form, then it is not a ‘ Means (or form) of tahd Cognition ’ , 
as it is Inconclusive, False Because the inapplicability of the five Means of 
Cognition cannot set aside the entity in the shape of the Omniscient Person, 
which is not invariably concomitant with the said inapplicability , on the 
strength of which the said Cognition (that the Omniscient Person does not 
exist) could be regarded as true 

Thus it is established that there is no Proof that sets aside the possibility 
of the existence of the Omniscient Person — (3288 3269) 


The following might be urged— “That same Non-apprehension which 
you have described as a form of Inference, will be the proof sgamst the 
existence of the Omniscient Person , what need have we to seek for another 

proof ! ” _ 

It IS true that Non-appreliension is a proof, a Means of Cognition But 
the following has to be borne in mind, m this connection -When jou put 
forward 'Non-apprehension' as proving the non existence of the OromsceiU 
Person do you mean the absence of your own apprehension? Or the 
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absence of the apprehension of ah men ’ The Non-apprehension also, is 
it meant to be without any qualification, — as is shown by the absence of 
anj such qualifying phrase as ‘ of what fulfills the conditions of apprehensi- 
bility ’7 Or is it meant to be qualified in some w ay v The non-existence 
of the Omniscient Person cannot be proved by unqualified Non-apprehension 
by yourself 

This is what is pointed out in the following — 


TEXT (3270) 

Mere 1 non~apprehenswn ’ cannot prove His non-enistrnce He cause 

APPREHENSION IS NEITHER THE * CAUSE ’ NOR THE * PERVADER ’ 

OF THINGS — (3270) 

COMMENTARY 

Tlio term * mero ’ has been added with a now to exclude tile qualification 
* fulfilling the conditions of apprehensibility ’ 

1 Cannot ptoi c II to non-cxislcncc ’ — i o cannot prove tho non-existence of 
the Omniscient Person. 

“Why 7” 

Because, m regard to things, Apprehension is neither the * cause ’ nor the 
‘ pervader ' — As a matter of fact. Apprehension by people of limited vision 
is not the ‘ pervador ’ of things, — ui the sense in which the ‘ Tree ’ is the 
‘ pervader ' of the ‘ Shimshapa ’ (a particular Tree) — [That is, all things are 
not appiehended, just as all trees are not SlnmshapS , i e ‘ being a thing ’ 
is wider than ‘ being apprehended ' ] , because even when the ‘ thing ’ 
is there, there may be no “ apprehension ’ of it by reason of remoteness and 
other circumstances. — Nor is ‘ apprehension ' the * cause ’ of things, — in the 
sense in winch Fire is the cause of Smoke , because it is the things that are 
tho cause of apprehension — When one thing is neither the ‘ cause ’ nor the 
‘ pervador ’ of another thing, tho absence of one cannot mean the absence of 
tho other , for, if is did, there w ould be incongruities As regards the 
presence of the 1 Non-apprehension ’ of the effect, it does not imply the 
absence of all Causes, but implies the absence of only that Cause whose capacity 
is untrammelled , and in tho case m question, for men of limited vision, the 
capacity- of things to bring about Apprehension is not untrammelled , by virtue 
of which tho absence of Approhonsion could prove tho non-oxistonce of 
tho things — (3270) 


Question — ‘Even when thcro is nbsenco of tho ‘Cause’ and tho 
Pervader w hy should that imply the absence of something else 7 *’ 
Ansucr — 

45 
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XE5IS (3271-8272) 

™ IEZSr 33 « ? tc) ^ « Cirw ■ a- _ . . 

” f ««“ *«® «» 3m that it; .=“ ‘ 

*== » m «, =oci" J5S, : « ^ 

OKS as or as *us xmas as s 033 

s AssrscE or [a) ~z ai ^ f 
i2K SHEET IS 4W3CX Or {a} SHE &OKE AVr, f5} 
IfeGo-irrr rrc.’-L- rr wr^ nor sc, fs) U 
«*= ooriI) aw 3S 3SS cars- or ^ 0 T ~^ 

-°' B (5) xhxse — orxr 3r Krtrssnrr, ‘ 

(5271-8272) 



CTOiMsanaaT. 


‘CauW* 4ha{ irKto has a can*-.- i*. -j,. e=.-t -_■&■. « 
“^TV" between ’ caused’ and 

' n "' 1 ‘ le fc,r “£° ,E - mearhm tan; &„ -=- ; s ^ 

Rcbt and proper that there «kouK be absence D * TheOnnsJaafl d* .pZ-sTj. 

The reason for this is supplied—' ’S"<nn Ire iVi o-'rtr ose, s- r-.'~ 
—(o) Vilen then? is absence of Carw. tot* ;s absence cf a - srnbsios? -tg 
iTjgirt derives its existence front th» Ccuvr : a.; when tbs-? is absence 
there is absence of Smoke. (5) Smck wb»o thss'iTabsanre oi*ib» 
Pertnder. there is absent oi the P-r.-hi-. beta ns? the Pervaded i cf the 
same essence as the Pervad'c,— both b-ing of the same nature; whan 
there is absence oi the X~c there is absence of the -Yffr.fr> JEna- hr and edinr 


particular Trees ; because it i« only a pardmiar Terr list is known ss the 
‘ mango’. 

If it ware not «o — ; c- if on the absence of the Cease. riePEe.-r were nr- 
absent, — -then the Cause would not be a true cause at sj. Because when one 
thing can be present even mien the other is absent, the latter esnr ct be tbe 
cause of the former ; otherwise, there wodd b? absurdities. &n Ssrly mien 
one thing is nor absent Trier, the cube:: is absent, they canncr b? c: tie same 
nature, o-g. tic Coer and the Cruosyn. Hence it frilows that “hen the 
Pervade? is absent, the Pervaded must be abs=ni — and where the Cause r- 
abseni, the Effect must be absent : it would not imply the absence cf any- 
thing else ; as that would lead to iucongrohies. 


This has been thus declared — ' Thus when a cerrain nature is related 
to a thing, its absence would imply the absence oi that thing -. and the absence 
oi the cause would imply the absence oi the effect; because tithe iutaffTolbry 


of their relationship. If it were not so. why should the absence cf the one 
mean, the absence of the other t Because a man hss no Horse, does i i mean 
that he should hare no Co tr either J "— (3271-3272) 


H it is msstod ut>on by the other party that one’s own Arpeh=nsm 
is the Came and Pervader oi cl? ftrs. os— then his Preposition involves self- 
contradiction.— Tms is pointed out in the f offowira— 
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TEXTS (3273-3274). 

If yotr own Apprehension is recognised — through some means of 

COGNITION. AS BEING THE ‘ CAUSE ' AND THE ‘ PeRVADER OE ALL 

THINGS, — THEN YOUR OWN OMNISCIENCE BECOMES ESTABLISHED, 
WITHOUT ANY EFFORT. 7VHY THEN SHOULD YOU YOURSELF 
BE HOSTILE TO YOUR OWN OMNISCIENCE ? — (3273-3274) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ HetutiavySpaXatiayoTi ' — The Genitive Ending is in relation to 
‘ nuhchaya ’ 

' Upalambhasya eharthesu ’ — The Genitive Ending m * Upalambhasya ’ 
and the Locative Ending in ' arthesu ’ is in reference to the ‘ Cause ’ and the 
* Pervader * , the former connoting the relationship of these, and the latter 
the fact of their being envisaged 

What is meant is as follows — If, through some Means of Cognition, 
you have recognised the fact of your own Apprehension being the * Cause ’ 
and * Pervader ’ of all things, — then yonr own omniscience becomes clearly 
asserted; because unless one is omniscient, his 1 Apprehension can never 
comprehend all things And yet you are putting forward proofs m support 
of the non-existence of the Omniscient Person Thus there is clear self- 
contradiction on your part — (3273-3274) 

Thus it has been shown that mere Non-apprehension, without a qualifica- 
tion, does not deserve to he put forward as proving the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person Nor will it be right to put forward * Non-apprehension * 
ns qualified by the phrase * of what fulfills the conditions of apprehensibility 
as the reason for denjmg the existence of that Person —Because when such 
' Non -apprehension ’ is put forward, it could be put forward, (a) either 
directly by itself, — for instance, as the argument 1 the Jar does not exist, 
because while conditions of being apprehended are present, it is not appre- 
hended ’ so also would bo the argument proving the non-existence of the 
Omniscient Person , — or (6) indirectly, bj other words, by pointing out the 
absence of something which is the Pervader of its cause and which is appre- 
hensible ■ , c g when it is said ‘ There can be no Smoke here because there is 
no Fire , or ‘ The particular tree Shm.shapa cannot be here, as there is no 
Trr " nt alt ' ^ !ms 1>teQ already explained that the absence of one 
thing docs not necessarily mean the absence of another, except when thev are 
invariable concomitants or when one is the ‘ Cause ’ or the • Pervader ’ 
of the other For if it did, there would be incongruities Nor does mere 
absence of the * Cause ’ and the • Pervader ’ prove the absence of the thing 
the absence of whose ‘Cause’ and ‘Pervader’ has not been definitely 
ascertained So here also it would be necessary to odd the qualifying phrase 
that tt should fulfill the conditions of apprehensibility’ This samo 
principle would eppiv to the case of tbo Omniscient Person also 

Or the r~r.on of a thing can follow only from the affirmation of some- 
o =0 vriuch directly or indirectly contrary to the former, not if 
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tllT v aTT ’ as “ tte latto « se ' * wotdd be possible tor both to 

ZT» \ ° T T re ’ Wh ™ * 15 “ ,d that ‘ th6re «“ beLoooWoS 

here os there is Fire , we hare the aj fmmnon oj Fire winch as directly eon- 

helmeiriuM ’b T M f™ aU0n negation of col, nets, 

1*2 , . V VI 6 negatl ° n of the Omniscient Person also 

SniMterlj , the negation of the Omniscient Person could follow only from the 

affirmation of something indirectly contrary to Him, or of something contain 
to its Pcrvader, eg coolness is the ‘perrader' of the leg-touch,— the con- 
trary of Coolness is Fire,— and when there is affirmation of tins Fire there 
follows the negation of the Jcy-toudi —The said negation of a tiling wonld 
follow also from the affirmation of something eohtraiy to the cause of that 
thing ; c g when there is affirmation of Fire, which is contrary to coolness 
which is the cause of thriHmg chill, there follows the negation of the said chill 
which, is the effect of coolness - — Or, the negation of a tiling would follow also 
from the affirmation of an effect contrary to that thing ; e g when there is affir- 
mation m regard to a certain place, of the Smote which is an effect of Fire 
winch is contrary to coolness, there follows the negation of the coolness of 
touch — Or the negation of a flung can follow from the apprehension of an 
effect contrary to the cause of that tlung ; e g when there is perception of 
Smol c which is the effect of Fire which is contrary to coolness which is tliB 
cause of thrilling chitt, — there follows the negation of this dull , the argument 
being — ‘Tins place cannot contain a peison who has caught the dull, 
because we find here kmol.c \ — Or again the negation of a thing may follow 
from the affirmation of something invariably concomitant with the contrary 
of that thing ; e g when there is affirmation of dependence which is invariably 
concomitant with impermanence which it contrary' to Permanence, there 
follows the negation of Permanence 

Xow none of these arguments for negation is applicable to the proving 
of the non-emstence of the Omniscient Person , because the Omniscient Parson 
is always -inapprehensible, while ail the conditions described are cases of 
negation of things that are apprehensible 

This is what it pointed out in the following — 

TEXTS (3275-3276) 

Fob these reasons, the Omniscient Person cannot be one ‘ capable 

OF BEING PERCEIVED ’ , IT Bfe Were CAPABLE OF BEING PERCEIVED, 

then that aloxe would establish His omniscience, with- 
out AXE EFFORT ON OUR PART. IX FACT, HOW CAN THAT 
Person be perceptible to tod who has knowledge 
OF all things,— -unless you also had the 
knowledge of all things ? — (3275-3276) 

COMMENTARY 

Asinthat css ertwould mean that you are yonmelf omniscient 
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“Why?” 

Avsaer — ' ‘ Horn can that Person , etc etc ’ — If your own knowledge 
comprehended all things, then alone could the Omniscient Person he apj > i c- 
hensiblc to yourself, — not otherwise , because the Ommscient Person can nev er 
be apprehended by one who is not himself omniscient — (3275-3276) 

The following might be urged — “ The Omniscient Person may not be 
appiclicnsibtc by us , even so, why should the said negative arguments not 
lie urged m proof of his non-existence * ” 

Ansua — 

TEXT (3277) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, ANY ‘ NON- APPREHENSION ’ — IN THE CASE OF 
THINGS OF THE NATURE OF THE * PERVADER THE ‘ CAUSE ’ AND 

THE ‘ NATURE ’ OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON — WOULD NOT 
HE OPERATIVE, BECAUSE BY HlS VERY NATURE, He IS 
IMPERCEPTIBLE — (3277) 

COMMENTARY 

Because the Ommscient Person is not apprehensible by you, therefore 
the * pervader \ the ‘ cause ’ and the ‘ nature ’ of the Ommscient Person, if 
not apprehended, camiot be regarded as the ‘non-apprehension of Wliat is 
apprehensible ’ That is to say, the arguments based upon the non-appre- 
honsion of the ‘pervader’, of the ‘nature’, or, of the ■ cause ’,— -winch are 
the first three arguments urged above, — are not applicable — (3277) 

Says the other party — “In that case, the otbei arguments may be 
operativ o , ovon so the non-existence of the Omniscient Person v ould become 
proi od " 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (3278-3279) 

Tins ‘ Non-apprehension ’ proceeds in vine ways due to its being 
PUT FORWARD IN DIVERSE WAYS CONSISTING OF THE non-cogmlion AND 
cog mt toil OF THE SAID THREE AND THEIR CONTRARIES (RES- 
PECTIVELY) And WHEN IN ITS VERY BASIC FOBM, THE 
AON-ATPREHENSION ’ HAS BEEN SHOWN TO BE IN AP- 
PLICABLE to the Omniscient Person, the 

OTHERS BECOME SET ASIDE WITHOUT MUCH 

effort —(3278-3279) 


COMMENTARY. 


T! tie — the 
Pervader and 


n f ore*md non-apprehension— of (1) the nature, (2) the 
{< ) the Cause — with its ramifications becomes ninefold 
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"IIow?" 

Answer — 
tliroo, called 
rwhlhri ’ ic. (],„( 
(■outrun to 


0) m 

•<* r<.T , - «> »*«r» 

—Mitlmt ilm compound ‘ Inttmbmn/Mn ’ , ' / ader and < s ) Cl ™se, 
"I") and (4) li.o coninirios „f these three W tho threa (Nature, 

, - " lh0 '’° *vow.tw, ore duo to those ,-tmd the argument, 

urn put tarnanl on tho ha-,a of all t hie arguments 

That which « due directly to tho non-cogmt.on ol these, the Non- 
opprohmiMon of t ho Nature, Cause and Porvader, has been pointed out above 
, Ml, r hn ‘ ilc Na '>-"pp™l>o,n,on all the other Non-apprebenmons are 
morph indirect mdicnt iv ce , honoo this threo-fold Non-apprehension forms 
loir msis For mstanco, tho * cognition of the contrary ’ indicates (1 1 the 

apprehension of tho contrary of its Nature, (2) the apprehension of the 
contrary of its Porvader and (3) tho apprehension of the contrary of its 
Gmsp —Tho form ‘ nth ' indicate (J) the apprehonsion of the contrary effect, 
(2) tho apprehension of tho effect contrary to the cause, and (3) the 
apprehension of what is pervaded by the contrary.— All these indirectly 
indicate respectively, the Non-apprehension of the Nature, of the Fervader 
and of tho Cause 


Thus bv showing that tho three basic forms of Non-apprehension are not 
able to prove tho non-existcnce of the Omniscient Person, the incapacity of 
thoir ramifications to do the snme follows without effort , hence no attempt 
need bo made for proving that these ramifications also are unable to prove 
tho non omstonco of tho Omniscient Person Because, when the root itself 
has been cut off, tho branches cannot continue to hve 

Xu reality, tho Non-apprehension of the nature of the thing itself is the 
root of all , it is only in view of the diversity of other things that the three- 
fold Non-apprehension, has been spoken of as the ' basis ’ or * root ’ — (3278- 
3279) 


The following might be urged — “ If the Omniscient Person is not amen- 
able to Apprehension,— then it may be that a particular Non-apprehension of 
Him is not possible ; hut His ‘ Cause * and * Pervader ’ are certamly amenable 
to Apprehension ; why then cannot there be particular Non-apprehension of 
these two * The contraries also of these being amenable to apprehension, 
■why should not there be apprehension of these contraries 7 ” 

Tho answor to tlus is as follows — 
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TEXTS (3280-3281). 

Effect and Cause , Pervaded akd Pervader, and Contrariness — 

ALL THESE, — AS ALSO THE * NATURE ’ OF THE THING WITH A QUALIFI- 
CATION — ARE POSSIBLE ONLY WHEN THE THING IS PERCEPTIBLE 

— The Omniscient Person, however, is not perceptible 

FOR YOU , HENCE ALL THESE ‘ NON-APPREHENSIONS’ 

ARE NOT CAPABLE OF PROVING HlS NON- 
EXISTENCE , AND ANY OTHER FACTOR OF 

Negation, there is none — (3280- 
3281) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Kan/a, etc ' — is a copulative compound formed of — (1) the relation of 
Effect and Cause (2) the lelation of Pervaded and Pervader, and (3) the 
relation of Contrariness 

(1) The relation of Cause and Effect can be proved only by the Non- 
approhonsion of what is perceptible , and as the Omniscient Person is not 
percoptiblo, there can ba no relation of Cause and Effect with Him (2) 
Nor is tlio relation of Pervader and Pervaded possible m regard to Him , os 
that also has to bo preceded by the Non-apprehension of what is apprehensible , 
foi instance, when the obsonco of one thing is always followed by the absence 
of the other, the latter is said to be ‘ pervaded ’ by the other , and the said 
absence is not possible except whero there is Non-apprehension of what is 
apprehensible — (3) Contrariness also is recognised only between tw o per- 
ceptible things, not between those that are not perceptible — Eor instance, 
there is ‘contrariness’ between two things when they can never co-exist , 
and this is perceived bv you when there is absence of one while the other is 
present— even w hen tlio efficient cause of the former is present , and ns a 
matter of fact, the presence and absence of things cannot be ascertained 
unless the things themselves are capable of being apprehended. — The other 
land of ‘ contrariness ’ consists m mutual exclusion , and it is recognised m 
cases where tho cognition of one thing is invariably concomitant with the 
non-cogmtion of tho other ; as between succession and simultaneity This 
cognition is not possible if tho thing is not apprehensible. 

If that is so, then how can there bo contrariness between Existence 
nU * Certainly both of theso are not perceptible ” 

In* does not affect our position As a matter of fact, Existence and 
a on existence are not cognised separately, and then they are regarded as 
contrary on account of tlicir exclusion of one another , — what happens is 
t ia ir\ nro cognised separately and then * contrariness T becomes cognised. 

or m** fence, the contrariness of Existence and Ron existence is determined 
on y in r l orence to one and tho same thing and at one and tho same time, — 
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not in roforonco to different things Certainly the Existence of the Horse is 
not in nny way ‘ contrary ’ to the non-existence of the Cow — Nor is there any 
contrariness between enstcncc and non-existence, if taken m reference 
to different point s of time , for instance, if one thing did not exist at some pre- 
vious timo, its non-oxistonco or existence at some future time is not deducible 
It is only in regard to the same thing and the same time that both existence 
and non existence are found incompatible , and not after being cognised and 
tlion found to bo mutually exclusive — It might he asked — “ How can there 
bo exclusion of w lint has not boon cognised ? ” — The answer is that it is for 
this same roason, — i o because it is not cognised m connection with the 
particular thing — that its exclusion would be possible Otherwise, how 
could thoro be any exclusion of what has been definitely cognised ? In fact, 
this conmtion itself of the existent" of the thing that constitutes the exclusion 
of its non ei istencc , and the cognition of the non existence of one thing also 
const ltutos the exclusion of the existence of the thing other than that Hence 
when the non -existence of a certain thing is excluded, and its existence is 
cognised,— then they must be regarded as ‘ perceptible ’ , because what is not 
perceptible cannot bo cognised, and what is not cognised cannot have the 
contrary character excluded 

All this is not possible in the ense of the Omniscient Person In the 
first place all men are not perceived by any one, m view of winch the 
presence of non-omn, science could be cognised m them, and the exclusion o 
omniscience could be secured, because that same man would have to he 
regarded as omniscient -Thus then, there can be no contrariness (m ^ 
patibihty) between omniscience and non-ommseience m connection with a 
™ who is not capable of being apprehended It « possible howe^r, 

-v - *“ 

be construed here Mature he e - , d pms qualification 

and this is to be taken along with its qualification , and tins q 

consists in freedom from the three kinds ^”’'^ C "“p tehensl0a5 of the ‘ Cause > 

‘ All these non-apprehensions , , { rovjng the non-existence 

V Nature ’ and ‘ Pervader ’),-are p snent P person can have no such 

of the Omniscient Person, because a;1(? E fi ect , of Contrariness, and 

relationship with anything T when there are other causes of 

of Penader and Pervaded also becaus ^ per(Jeptlble 

i the TnconclusiveneBS of the 

The Author again proceeds to poin out the incongruity 

any qualification 
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TEXT (3282) 

If the Omniscient Person is denied on the ground of mere ' non- 

apprehension — THEN YOU MIGHT ALSO DENY THE 5 CARRIAGE 
OF YOUR OWN MOTHER AND SUCH OTHER FACTS — (3282) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Such other facts ’ — includes the intercourse of and in that ease 

there would be doubts regarding 

This has been thus declared — ‘ If, dull-visioned as you are, your non- 
apprehension should set aside things then you would be damned , as it would 
be impossible to name your Father ’ — (3282) 

The following Text anticipates and rejects the Opponent’s answer to the 
above — 

TEXT (3283) 

If it be urged that — “ ON SEEING the effect in the FORM OF THE 
Son, there is cognition of the cause of that effect ”, — 

THEN (the ANSWER IS THAT) IN CERTAIN CASES, THE 
EFFECT IS FOUND IN THE ABSENCE OF THE 
CAUSE IN QUESTION — (3283) 


COMMENTARY 

The mother’s marriage is inferred from the presence of its effect in the 
•shape of the San ; hence there is no non-apprehension of the said marriage , 
hence there is no possibility of the marriage not being there ” 

The inconclusiveness and doubtful character of the said Cause is pointed 
out —‘In certain cases, etc etc '— Even m the absence of the marriage in 
question, and even in the absence of . . a wicked woman might bring 
forth the offect in the shape of the Son , and the same might be the case 
so that the said Inference of marriage cannot be true , henco the doubt 
regarding your parentage is irresistible 

The Teacher DharmakirU also has urged this same argument — (3283) 

The following Text sets forth the Opponent’s answer to the above and 
rojects it . — 

TEXT (3284). 

SAID THAT NON-EXISTENCE OP THE MARRIAGE IS NOT 

■JflSED, BECAUSE OTHER PEOPLE KNOW OF IT THEN (THE 
ANSWER IS) HOW DO you KNOIV THAT OTHER PEOPLE 

know of it t— (3284) 


COMMENTARY 


* ’-The knowledge that 

Ja^a -of the mother’s mamege 


other pcoplo have 



1454 


tatkasangr AHA CHAPTER XXVI 


'Non-ex, stance e what is cogged is not non but «•-- .v-,v 

The answer to this is that it cannot be known what the knonlHce rf 
other people is —(3284) 


The Opponent having been nsked — ‘ How do \on know ? — Mijyht '1 <. 
Answer, — -which i«s then refuted — 


TEXTS (32S5-32SG) 

“ We know it prom the as sertton (or other persons) ” — Tm n 

(THE ANSWER is) IS THERE NOT SUCH ASSERTION IN RECi Ultl TO Tltr 

Omniscient Person also ’—Then again, iiow is it that 

YOU DO NOT RECALL ANOTHER ASSERTION OF YOURS TO 
THE EFFECT THAT — “MEN ARE ALWAYS FOUND TO 
BE LIARS ” ? AND TEST AS THERE CAN BF NO 
CONFIDENCE IN THE WORDS OF MEN REGABDIN R 
PRESENT THINOS, SO ALSO THERE CAN RF 
NONE IN THE WORDS SPEAKING or 
PAST THINOS — (32S5-32Sfi) 


COMMENTARY 

The word ‘ Upaileehat ’ ha* to be construed with ‘ 'Ml* * of th< pro 

Ced, riw,n S the , ncongn.lt> imohcd. the author pomts out 0« .woo 
clus.vo character of what has been urged- 1 U "* e" -- • ' ' ~ 

the assertion .->* it not present m regard to ' * r | \ZL .. 

m certamlv present Under the circumstance* if the ■ » *j 
marriage of one's mother ,sr accepted a* M , ,, , 

regard our assertion, that ' the Omniscient Person dor 
There is no deference between the two .eases ^ 1„ >•* . 

Further, in a our word* > on base declare It „ ,, 

this is pointed out m the words —* Hov <* >1 »"» ” v: ' 

—(3283-3286) 
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TEXTS (32S7-32S8). 

Ob. thebe MAY BE NO SHOE ASSERTION - (REGARDING THE EXISTENCE OF 
tee Omniscient Person) . nor jiat such assertion be reliable ; 
2VEN SO. TOE have COME to THE CERTAIN TV THAT * THE OMNISCIENT 
Person is not apprehended bt any man ” ; and such 

CERTAES-TT COULD BE POSSIBLE ONLY IF THE SOULS OF ALL 
MEN MERE KNOWN TO YOU ; AND IF ALL THESE WERE KNOWN 
TO YOU, THEN YOU YOURSELF WOULD BE OMNISCIENT, — 

AS HAS BEEN POINTED OUT ABOVE (32S7-3288) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Assertion ’ — i e the one declaring the existence of the Omniscient 
Rer=on. 

* jin /3 ' — reliability of the said assertion. 

« If the Souls of ctU men trees known ’ — i e if von knew the nature of nil 
men. 

It might be said — “ We do have the knowledge of the nature of all men 

The answer to this is — ‘ If aJI these uere. etc etc.' — i e. if the souls of all 

men were known to yon — (32S7-32SS) 

TEXTS (3289-3290). 

If IT WERE NOT SO, THEN, EVEN ON NON-APPREHENSION. THERE WOULD 
BE DOUBT ONLY (REGARDING THE EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT 

Person). — just as there is regarding the existence of certain 
things — There are some saintly persons too who are 

BELIEVED TO HAVE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON — 

It IS ALSO CONCEIVABLE THAT THE OMNISCIENT PERSON, BEING 
SELF-LUMINOUS, PERCEIVES HlMSELF BY HkISELF. — POR 
THESE REASONS THERE CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING 
THE NON-APPREHENSION OF THE OsiNISCTENT PERSON 

by all men — (32S9-3290) 

COWMEXTARY 

* If it were no! so ’ — if there is no knowledge of the Souls of all men 

* L > ire the exis'enre of certain things ’ ; — i e os m the case of the 
cxi? ‘once of things far removed m place or time. 

What is meant is a? follows : — -Tn the case of things far removed m space 
and t>me. even when the thine is not apprehended, there is always a suspicion 
regarding it« existence, — even though there is non-apprehension of the thing : 
tn th« same manner, it is only right that there should he suspicion regarding 
the existence of the Omniscient Person who has been apprehended (known) 
by other men. 
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Or, the meaning may be as follows — Just as m regard to the Existence 
of the Omniscient Person, there is doubt, even though He has not been 
apprehended, — m the same manner there would be doubt, even when His 
omniscience is apprehended , because both are equally liable to non- 
appiehension due to remoteness 

Says the Opponent — “ It is only right that there should be suspicion 
regarding the existence of things , because even when the thing is present, 
there is found to be non-apprehension of it , hence there is a probability that 
it may be theie , m tile case of the Omniscient Person, on the other hand, 
it is not possible for any man with limited vision to perceive Him , and no 
sane person can have any suspicion regarding the existence of an impossible 
thing 

The answer to this is — ' There are some persons etc etc ’ 

• Himself ’ — This lias been asserted on the basis of the doctrines of other 
people — This same idea is reiterated by the phrase * by himself ’ ‘ Atmii ' 

the Man — ‘ Luminous ’ — the Soul being of the nature of Consciousness 

and hence being like Light — (3289-3290) 

The same idea is further supported — 


TEXT (3281) 

Because the term ‘all’ stakes for all ltvjhg bm. *» 305 
Person himself must be included in all , hence there oa 
be wo certainty regarding the Non -apprehension 
(op the Omniscient Person) — (3291) 

COMMENTARY 

_ , ,, , , „ *v, e Omniscient Person — (3291) 

‘ The Person himself — * 0 yJlu 

, „ e d— “ What are meant by the term a" 

can be no suspicion regarding His existence 
The answer to this is as follows 

TEXT (3292) 

Person alone, what connection 
By the exclusion ^ ^-.existence or the 

COULD THERE BE (OP THIS WTH DOES NOT 

Omniscient Person) ***• people do 

cease merely because ot 

hot know op IT —(3292) 


COMMENTARY 


, Uie Omniscient Person is (bet the 
If what is meant **J*££2?*~ — * * °* ** 

Reason for the non-existence 
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o£ his not being apprehended by other people who have limited vision,— 
then this Reason is Inconclusive , because, Uke your own ‘ Non-apprehension , 
the said Xon-apprehension by other men of limited vision would have no 

‘ connection in the shape of invariable concomitance — with ‘ the non- 

existence of the Omniscient Person 

The second sentence — ■ One s ou-n illness etc f(c * — is meant to support, 
the said absence of connection — (3292) 

So far it has been proved that ' Non-apprehension ’ as the proof (for the 
non-existence of the Omniscient Person) is ‘ Inconclusive ’ as veil as ‘ Inad- 
missible ’ — Now the author proceeds to show that the other Beason — ‘ Because 
His body is envisaged by the only means of Cognition, Negation ’ — is ‘ doubt- 
ful — hence — inadmissible ’ . — 


TEXTS (3293-3295) 

Even some men with limited vision do apprehend the Omniscient 
Person through. Inference . and it is only a few notions of 

SOME PEOPLE THAT ARE PERFECTLY CORRECT. PoR INSTANCE, THE 
PROOF OF THE MOMENTARY CHARACTER OF THE VEDA, THE 

Earth and other things though clearly stated by us, 

HAS NOT BEEN UNDERSTOOD BY DULL-WITTED MEN CON- 
SEQUENTLY, THE MATTER IS OPEN TO DOUBT AND THE 
ABSENCE OF APPREHENSION CANNOT EE CERTAIN, — SIMPLY 
BECAUSE SOME PEOPLE ARE SURE THAT THEY PERCEIVE 

His non-existence — (3293-3295) 

COMMENTARY 

There are some clever men, even among men with limited vision, who do 
apprehend the Omniscient Person by means of 1 nfcrcncc , hence the pro- 
bability of His existence being there, the Beason — ‘ because He forms the 
object of negation as the Means of knowledge ’ — is open to the charge of 
being 'Doubtful — hence — Inadmissible’ — For instance, the fact of such things 
as the Vedic Word, the Earth, Mountains, Body, Diamond and the rest, 
being momentary and Saul-less — though it is not apprehended by the beastly 
Mimnmsal-as , — ,s true, as proved by us through strong reasons So that if, 
m regard to the Omniscient Person, proof is not found at the present 
moment, yet as His existence is probable, the matter may be in doubt , hence it 
cannot be admitted that the said Person is subject only to Negation, which 
consists m the absence of all the other five Means of Cognition ,— such a 
Reason being open to doubt. 

‘ Because ’ — there being no proof of it — (3293-3295) 

Then again, it may bo that all men w ith limited vision are not capablo 
of inferring the existence of the Omniscient Person . even = 0 , the Beason of 
the other parti remains Inconclusive — This is pointed out m tlio following 
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TEXT (3296) 

Even if there be ho Inheres ce, that alone cannot bring ABOUT 
certainty regarding non-existence (of the Omniscient Person) , 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE Fire "WHICH HAS 
NOT YET BEGUN TO EMIT ITS EFFECT IN THE SHAPE OF 

Smoke — (3296) 


COMMENTARY 


It lias been explained before that Proof (Means of Cognition) cannot be 
the cmi-se of things , nor can it he their Pervader , how then can the absence 
of Proof mean the absence of the Thing r For instance, in the case of the 
Fire in the heated Iron-ball, — while its effect in the shape of Smoke has not 
begun ro appear, and it is still bidden inside a hut,- — there is no Inference of 
it, because the Inferential Indicative (m the shape of Smoke) is not there , 
and yet its existence does not cease (on that account). — and there can be no 
certainty regarding its non existence , m the same manner, in the proving 
of the Existence of the Omniscient Person, if there is no Inference, that 
makes the matter only doubtful 

< That atone ’ — that is, mere absence of Inference 

• Asamdrabdha, etc etc ’—That Fire which has not begun to bring about 
Its effect m the shape of smoke , m regard to the existence of this fire, there 
can bo no certainty — (3296) 


In the following Texts, the other Party shows that in the case of the hot 

”11 ...a S— ** 

is Inconclusive — 


TEXTS (3297-3298) 


OB THE OTHER, IT IS K>SS1 ** E ,*7 OS T WHICH E4BTAKESOFTHE 

-= » z zzzsg-zsr 

never been TSVS PERCEIVE® 

/ftonrf 0008*1 


COMMENTARY 


comewhere previous]} , !n regnr 

When a certain ^ regard to the Post, -and not » 

to that alone, ftw may be doubt 
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regard to anything else ; because it is the Post which partakes of the nature 
of both (Han and Post) — If it were not so. then Doubts may arise in regard 
to even those things that have never been seen . so that the condition necessary 
for aU Doubt — viz the partaking of the nature of both factors. — would not 
be present — Thus it is only right that there should be doubt in regard to the 
existence of Fire in the Iron-ball ; — not so in regard to the Omniscient 
Person , as such a person has never been perceived. — (3297-329S) 

The Author’s answer to the above is as follows . — 


TEXT (3299). 

Is THIS MASSES, O CLEVEE MAS. THE NOX-EXISTEXCB OF YOUR MOTHER'S 
MARRIAGE BECOMES ESTABLISHED ‘ FREE FROM ITT. 

doubt *. — (3299) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the idea is that there can be Doubt only m regard to a thing that has 
been perceived some time or the other,— and in regard to all other thincs 
there should he certainty of eon-existence. — then under that principle the 
non-existence of your mother’s marriage becomes established bevona all 
doubt , because you have never before perceived that marriage ; by virtue of 
which there could be no certainty regarding its non-existence. 

The rest of the objection is to be answered as before 

‘ Oleicr wan — is said m dension. — (3299) 

Says the Opponent — “ If such be the case, then there can be no basis 
for Doubt at all ” 

.4/tvfcr . — 


TEXT (3300). 

M E HOLD THAT THERE IS DoCBT ALSO WEEX THERE IS HO VALID COGXI- 
Ttox ; IT ARISES IX REGARD TO existence AS WELL AS nm- 

exi stencc, from the assexce or the ofbeauox 

OF AXY OF TEE H e. AX S OF filGHT COGNITIOX. 

—(3300) 

COiDI EXTAR Y. 

cnna^t-st^bolnlnS^Tb 0 ^^ ° f **** Co ^ tlaa ’ 

lienee there can be no f f h acd of thing- 

tret Duib* urn •' ■ ’■ ric ' I °r. m this matter. Hence our exn’anati on i- 

" ::;™r f- »■* »*** .ju 

, ‘ b*>on dt^cHred— 4 Douh 1 - i<= . — 

jungmen’ in which the definite cogmtion o: tne specie chnrac-er^ one 
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t 1 ‘ wanting. -—mill ,1 is duo (o lln> unc-erlaintj attaching to Perceptions 
mid Nun jK-rii'plmiiH’ (Xi/ruftisiitrti J. I 23) — (3300) 

Tie* follow mg might bn urged— “In no cnso is il found that the Means 
of t’onntion mo not !i|>|>lii nble toliotli rstslm-c and non existence of a thing ” 
*j 111 ' answer to this is ns follow*, — 


TEXTS (3301-3302) 

Win s -nil m I s - a in iirr ix Tin. Eve, thebe is so cogsitios, even 

1 HOI i. II Till’ TIIIMi IS Tlll.KI , VXD FV1.X WHEN THE ByE IS FREE 
JltllM IHHCTs, Till 111. IS SO COGNITION, BECAUSE THE THING IS 

Mir Tin hi , — vs is Tin cvsi or things like the Jab — Thus, 

IS V-MI < II VS Ml IM X(l\- VI'l’Rl IU.NS10X (ABSENCE OF COGNITION) 

IS ml Ml IS HOTII CVS1S, IT IS far better to hold that 
n is 11(111 HT T1IVT Vlllsl s 1 ROM THE XOS-APPREHENSION 
oi Tin Ommscii st Pfrsox — ( 3301-3302) 


COMMENT \RV 

Cvon will’ll I tin olijcvt. Jiir for instance, is there, if the man is without 
tlu> 1 a,’. lit, Inis no cognition of it o also, evon when the Eve is perfect, 
if the object is not there,— m tho sense that it is not close by,— there ,s no 
f„ 7 ,„t,on of It , this clause has to bo construed here also this is just what 
I,,™..,,, m the case of t lie Jar w Inch is not there m a suitable place 

. Xon apprehension i « non-apprehenston without the qualifica- 

tioti of • pervept.b.lity ’ of the thing concerned 

‘ ratin'l m both ram i c in tho case of existence and m the case of 

turn r m^rnrf 

• int Mbrtln^c etc ’ — bettor than searching for a perfect source For 
, hud tho idea of their being duo to a perfect »oureo 

instance, » bon bo B desir0 to look out {ot the perfect 

cut off bv wrong ’ ' the words- 1 Two perceptions describe the 

source , ns 1ms hocn dec desire . is for tins reason 

i i< tx tba Omniscient. Person, exists, "wliy 
The following might , If the view is that He can never be 

is Ho not Boon bv any one at J s0 wky 1S it that no action of 

cognisable bv men of hm.ted vision, ^ {hough fte Vlsual organ itself 

■; * <- ■»«» «■ *- —* 
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TEXTS (3303-3306). 


Though existent, He would not be seen directly by dull-witted 

PERSONS , JUST LIKE THE CONCEPTIONS OE OTHER PEOPLE. NoK IS He 
CONSTANTLY ACTIVE, JUST AS THE FlRE IN THE IRON-BALL IS NOT 

active Even when there, Bis activity would not be 

PERCEPTIBLE, LIKE THE PEELING OP LOVE ARISING IN OTHERS OUT OF 
THEIR FANCIES EVEN IF HlS ACTIVITY WOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE, HlS 
CONNECTION WITH SUCH ACTION WOULD NOT BE COGNISED , BECAUSE 
THE PERSON KNOWING ALL THINGS IS ALWAYS IMPERCEPTIBLE 
FOR PEOPLE WHOSE EYE OF COGNITION IS DULL It IS FOR 
THIS REASON THAT HlS EXISTENCE CANNOT BE PBOVED BY MEANS 

of Inference. It has been already explained that there can 
be no ‘ Cause ’ or ‘ Pervader ’ in His case And yet it has 

BEEN SEEN THAT EVEN WHEN THE INFERENCE OF THE THING IS NOT 
POSSIBLE, THE THING DOES EX T ST THUS IT IS THAT THE MATTER 
(OF THE NON-EXISTENCE OP THE OMNISCIENT PERSON) REMAINS IN 

D0U3T -(3303-3306) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ SSksal ’, * Directly is, to be construed with ‘ Nehmjela < , vou i d not 

06 bGOD L 

As a matter of fact, there is nothing that must be cogiused once, -on the 

Omluent £” " n ° ° f the 

- «* cs zzz r; 

r r” ■■ - 

always perceived , and it is only if ,t , 7 that are Produced are not 

Effect couid prove th e Z^„ * o Z,7cI 7 of the 

dueed, the Effect is not always perceived -^T ’ when P ro ‘ 

wding from fancies, mother men’ m th ’ «”* the case o/ the Love pro- 

that though Love has been priced ^7 hT ^ ® n ,° ther P ersoft > lt * found 
agreeable character of things —such 7 mln<i fancles regarding the 

“ “* — «i»«g 

negative concomitances, — no mferemT f li, P9rCeive its affirmative and 
e'en when the Omniscient Pemon s h 031189 18 S.mdS 

coco cannot be proved by Inference ’ “ * S qmte posab!e «-* His eLst 

those ^ ” d,m ’ The Co mhon 1B the %e _ ^ 

46 
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Than again, it has been pointed out before that the Means of Oogmtson 
cannot ba the ‘ cause ' or the ‘ pervader ’ of things , hon then, can the absence 
of Inference — which is neither the ‘ cause ’ nor the ‘ pervader ' of the thing 

m question (the Omniscient Person), — lead to the absence of that thing * 

The compound * ahStmvySpakam ' is Copulative — what is 1 not cause — 
nor pervader 

Nor can it be asserted that — “when the Means of Cognition called 
1 Inference ’ is inoperative, — even though it is neither the * Cause ’ nor the 
‘ Pervader ’ of the thing concerned, — the thing is actually found to be non- 
existent , and there can be nothing incongruous in what is actually seen ” 

In view of such an assertion, tho Text adds — ‘ Even when the Inference is 
not possible, etc etc — Even when the Inference is not there, the thing m 
question has been found to exist , as in the case of the Red-hot Iron-Ball, 
as has been pointed out already.— (3303-3806) 

Having thus shown in detail that there is no possibility of any proof 
m support of the non-existence of the Omniscient Person,— the author sums 
up his view f — 

TEXT (3307). 

THtrS, THEN, THERE IS NOTHING THAT CAN BET ASIDE THE EXISTENCE OF 

the Omniscient Person, the froof in support of His 

EXISTENCE IS GOINS TO BE ADDUCED EATER ON 

(3307) 


commentary 

It might be argued that-" as there is no proof for setting aside the 
Person, so you have none in support of His existence . 

The answer to this is that-' The proof m support, etc etc -(3307) 

It has been argued by the other P^y under 3138, 

attempt were made to prove that one > h<» t world _n, would b e futile 
all the individuals and components of the whole worm, 

The answer to this is as follows ■ 


TEXT (3308) 

* . — — ■— EEST-SST 

SSSSS— — -mm 

COMMENTARY 

• With a different motive'-^ another intention. 

Question What is that motive T ’’ 


Answer , — 
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TEST (3309). 

What is feevaeily avd dieectly ttvdebstood bt us is teat thebe 
is a Peesos who evows the jieavs of attaining Heaves 
avd Lebeeahos :— but sot this axose : rr is also 

BELIEVED THAT THEBE IS A PEBSOV WHO ALSO 

shows all rmsas . — (3309) 

COM3£ESTARr. 

Veer ve are primarily concerned ■with proving is the fact that the Blessed 
Lord knows me means o ! attaining Heaven and Liberation ; as for the proving 
of the fact of His knowing all things, without exception, that is done only 
incidentally ; what we mean is that in matters other than Heaven and Libera- 
tion also, the knowledge of the Blessed Lord is not hampered by obstacles, 
ond hence knowing all things, if He becomes Omniscient, there is not hin g 
to prevent it. Hence it is not right for the wise to deny such omniscience ; 
bat tor tnose who seek to he sure of the omniscience, it is only right that they 
should try to secure that certainty. This is what is meant by us — (3309) 

Thus then, there being no proof against the mstence of the Omniscient 
Person.— and clear prooi of His existence going to be set forth later on, — 
the definite denial that you make of the Omniscient Person, whose recognition 
is certain, can be due only to delusion. 

a ms is what is pointed out in the following : — 

TEST (3310). 

Awes TEES', TH E BE BSDTG VO REAS OVS AGAIVST, WHILE THEHE IS CLEAR 
ESASOF IV SCFFOET OF IT, — WHY SHOULD DULL-WITTED FEKSOVS 
OBJECT TO THE IDEA OF THE OlTVESCIEVT PEESOS * — (3310) 

COMJIEXTABY. 

ine to .lowing might be urged — “ TTe deny the Omniscient Person because 
we trunk test there is no proof in support of the existence of such a Person ; 
sun we no cot deny Him through delusion ”. 

The answer to this is a* follows : 


TEST (3311) 

Evee if these be vo feoof rv scffost of rr,— so long as thebe is ko 
E wASOB DEFOTIELY AGAIVST IT,— THE ilATTEE SHOULD P.miTv 
& DCC3X : OS WHAT could this CEETAISTT OF THESE 
PEOPLE BE BASED 1 — (3311) 


'W rat i-s sa'd 1 ere o: 
'ike r- srg-_n-*-r* ; m naLt- 
b>? saiwn hric on. 


COJDIEXTABY. 

granting the position of the Opponent for the 
there is d^Snite proof in support, as is going to 
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' This certainty i.e the certainty of the Ulimamsalas that “ the Om- 
niscient Person does not exist ” — (3311) 

The following assertion lias been made bv you Mimamsalas — “The 
Veda can make know n such things as the past, the present, the future, the 
subtle, the hidden and so forth; which cannot be done by anv other Sense- 
organ ” (Shabara-Bhasya 112) — This is also a mere assertion without 
anv reason, — based upon sheer faith — This is what is shown in the 
following : — 

TEXT (3312) 

The assertion" that — ■“ the Veda alone — and nothing else — is 
able to provide knowledge of the Past, etc —could be 

TRUE ONLY IF THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THE OTHER 
SOURCES WERE CERTAIN — (3312) 


COSIMEXTARY 

‘ Nothing elec ’—in the shape of Perception by the Omniscient Person 
and so forth 

• The non-existcncc of other sources ’ if it were quite certain that the 
other source, in the shape of the Omniscient Person is non-existent-then 

alone, not otherwise, could it be reasonable to make the above assertion , as 

any such restriction would, under the circumstances, be meaningless -(3312) 

It has been argued by the MimSmsala under Texts 4140-3141 that— 
.. By proving the existence of the Person knowing only Dhnnna and Aihonm 
whom the Buddhist postulates, etc etc 
The answer t.o this is as follow s . — 


TEXTS (3313-3314) 

» »*» » » ,s t "o 

PERSON KNOWING THE MINUTE SMAILSOr 
TBS WHOLE WORLD, BY MEANS OY EN- 
THUSIASTIC TREATISES AND DISCUS- 

SIONS. — (3313-3314) 


COJBIEKT-4BY- 


. { the Omniscient Person, wc do 

IVhen we try to prove ^ person Himself , m fact our 

not give up ah considerations regardmg the 
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effort- is directed towards the proving of the existence of the Person who knows 
the principal factor of Dhanna itself Tims on o previous occasion, under 
Text 3267, we have set forth the proof, m the shape of Presumption, m due 
accordance with your own view, — where we pointed out that ‘ your denial 
of the Omniscient Person is set aside hv the acceptance of the knmcer of 
Dhanna, on the strength of Presumption ’ , — and we are also going to set 
forth another proof, in the shape of Inference — It is not for nothing 
that people take all this trouble, — in fact, it is foi a very right and proper 
purpose — (3313-3314) 

It has been argued by tlie Mimamsaha, under Text 3142, that — 
“ Perception and the other Means of Cognition regarding the Omniscient- 
Person having been discarded, it v ould follow that Morality and Immorality 
are cognisable through the reliable Word only ” 

The answer to this is as follon s — 


TEXT (3315) 

As Perception and other Means of Cognition regarding the 
Omniscient Person cannot be discarded, it does not follovv 
that Morality and Immorality are cognisable through 
THE RELIABLE WORD ONLY — (3315) 

COMMENTARY 

It lias been argued by the Mimameala, under Text 3143, that — “ this 
alone being sufficient to establish the doctrine of the Mimamsala, if an 
attempt is made to refute the existence of tlie Omniscient Person, it is like 
an attempt to kill uliat is already dead ”, 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (3316). 

The doctrine of the Mimamsala being thus demolished, the 

ATTEMPT THAT THE OTHER PARTY HAS MADE TO REFUTE THE 

Omniscient Person has been made through 
SHEER STUPIDITY. (3316) 


COMMENTARY. 


’ Demolished By the existence of the Omniscient Person being 
estabashoa b 


' Other party ’ — the Jiff melmealas — (3316) 


It 

Person 


lins been argued by the MimSmsala under Text 3144, that — “The 
cogiuvant of Dhanna having been refuted, on the ground of his very 
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root being cut off, — if people go on asserting the existence of Omniscient 
Persons, it is like the thumping of husks ” 

Tlie answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3317). 

The ' Person cognisant op Dhabha ’ not being refitted, on account 

OF THE BOOT NOT BEING CUT OFF, — IF PEOPLE HATE ASSERTED 
THE EXISTENCE OP OMNISCIENT PERSONS THEY KATE 
SHOWN THEIR WISDOM BY THIS — (3317) 

COMMENTARY 

There is an ' a ’ suppressed before ‘ hate ’ 

‘People ’ — The Buddhists — (3317) 


It has been argued by the Mimamsaha, under Text 3145, that— “If 
the Person had the direct perception of all things, then Ho would have dnecl 
knowledge of such tastes, etc also as are unclean ; who could assume the 
existence of such an Omniscient Person * ” 

The answer to this is as follows . 


TEXTS (3318-3319) 

If the Omniscient Person had experienced me dncleanTas^, etc 
through THE CONTACT OP HIS GeSTATORY 

CODED He be regarded as blameworthy as a matter of 
FACT however, things,— eten those m 

CATED UNDER ‘ ILLUSION ’, -BECOME COGNISED BYEIM 

without actual contact, through the 

•WHOSE PEHCEPTIVENESS HAS BEEN BROUGHT 

about by the impressions of past 

FinpERiENCES ■ — (3318-3316) 


COMMENTARY 

a«.o— . 

- *r : 
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through the Mind, and that also without its coming into contact with the 
thing . hence He is not regarded by people as blameworthy 

As a matter of fact, there is no one who is really blameworthy , because 
‘ blame ’ is not something fixed, it is relative , for instance, what may be 
‘blameworthy’ for the Vedie Scholar, is not so for the low-born; what 
happens in the world is that, under the spell of Illusion, Wine and such 
things are considered eul But even so, if the Blessed Lord perceived these. 
He would not be ‘ blameworthy ’ , because His perception of these is purely 
mental 

The following might be urged — “ When other people suffer from tasting 
wine through its contact with the Gestatory Organ, so would He suffer from 
experiencing it tlirough the Mind ” 

That is not so When the Taste, etc are experienced through the 
contact of the Sense-organs, they either benefit or injure that oigan and hence 
become sources of pain, etc ; but they are known to be the source of pam 
and suffering, not for all men, but only for some men whose mind has become 
disordered through the influence of their past misdeeds For instance, 
1 Voter becomes Pus for only some dead people, not for all — All this, how- 
ever, is not there in the case of the Blessed Lord. Because His 
experiences being through the Mind, there is no possibility of injury to the 
Sense-organs , specially because the Lord having all Jus five-fold activity 
free from the impurities of the * Afflictions — there is no possibility of his 
actions bemg influenced by the Afflictions Xor is His Mind capable of being 
disordered, because He cognises all things in their right form and as evanescent. 
For these reasons, in the case of the Blessed Lord, there is no possibility of 
e\ en mental pain, in the shape of unhappiness, etc. ; specially because all these 
ha\ o their source m delusion 


All these objections, however, arise only if the External World exists , 
under the doctrine of Idealism, there is no room for all this at all — For 
instance, for Idealists, there bemg no Colour-phase, there can he nothing 
unclean for them m reality ; nor con there be any impression due to 
that, because all this arises from Ideas only. All these therefore do not 
appear within range of the vision of persons who have realised the Highest 
ruth and have shaken off all impurities , just as, on bemg cured of visual 
isonter, people do not have any illusory cognitions like the ‘ Hair-tuft ’ and 
he like This has been thus declared The unclean Taste and other things 
raamfest thcmselves only tlirough Ignorance, hence they are imperceptible 
(for the M ise One) , just hke the second Moon ' 

word^of IL VMa hn R d ’K h u BrShma,m has “sounding withm his mouth, the 

Place- ns such^a’ whlch ’ bom P “U-porvading, are contnct mth nl i unc]ean 
1 ‘ ’ such, how can he be free from blame (3318-3319) 


woitfcof B ikMIm ar f le .1 by <h ° M ' mSmtala tunder Tat 314G, that—" Tho 
contained ,n the VodJ’Ttc T ^ know,e<i e e ol 
omniscient, without reason s ““ SUd ’ ^ re 8 arded » 


Tho answer to tins is as follows 
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TEXTS (3320-3321) 

It is because no ivoed of Taym are found to provide knowledge of 

THINGS MENTIONED IN THE VEDA, THAT He IS ‘ OMNISCIENT ’ It IS 
QUITE POSSIBLE TOO THAT He HAD KNOWLEDGE OF ALL FALSE 
PHILOSOPHICAL DOCTRINES ALSO , AS He DOES MAKE THE 
DECLARATION THAT WHAT IS ASSERTED IS THE VEDA 
REGARDING THE SOUL AND OTHER THINGS IS 

wrong — (3320-3321) 


COMMENTARY 

A man becomes ‘ omniscient * by knowing everything exactly as it 
exists, in its true or other forms , and things that are spoken of in the Yeda 
do not exist exactly as described there , as they are found to he annulled 
by proof*- How then could man he a * knower of truth ’ by expounding 
things exactly as they are taught in the Veda * — It cannot be asserted that 
the Buddha did not know these things at all— not even as Jahe , because they 
were actually known to Him as such For instance, it has been pointed out by 
Him that Ammal-sacrifice and other evil paths of action lead to damnation , 
He says— ‘ There is no such thing as the Soul, all those things that are t ere 
are the effects of causes ’ , where He has declared that the ‘ S ° uI ^ 

things ore non-existent Thus it is not true that the Blessed Lord had n 
know ledge of the things taught in the Veda -(3320-3321) 

It lias been argued by the MimumsaUt under Text 3147 tl>at-'‘I f 
things not mentioned ,n one’s own books were held to be knos™ to lnm, then, 
by merely compos, ng one’s own poems, poets would be omm cent 

The answer to tins is as follows 


TEXT (3322) 

* NTn onTU, ’ HAS BEEN CLEARLY TAUGHT BY HlM FOR 
THE DOCTRINE OF DOCTRINE WHICH IS THE 

THE BENEFIT OF HlS MSCIPL GooD , AND THE 

UNIQUE GATEWAY TO THE D0C _ 

bright of all upholders of wrong 
THESES — [doll) 


COaDlENTARY 


being enmeshed m the tare ^ 

apply to the ‘ doctrine oj No sold ^ beca use it is the means of 

. Gaiety to the ^ jg meant by the term ‘ ’’ =* e 

entenng Nirvana , it is 
Good’. 



exambahon or the ‘meson of super-normal vision’ 


1469 


•**-**^3*. upholding ^ong dootrines regarding^e Soul 

, __ __rrha Path taught by Buddha it the f right inspires 

fear m Shots' clSdithpeople who have their faith fixed m false dootrines.- 
TfaK tat been thus declared- 1 The childish man is always beset with such 
Ls as— I am not. I im y cease to exist, naught « nothing shall he mine , 

the Tnse one is without* fear , 

mat is meant by tlus is that men *ho are obsessed with false doctomes 

cannot even speak of the True Doctrine, liow can they understand it ?— (3322) 


The following Texts point out that the True Doctrine has never been 
known before by people at the stage of the common man 


TEXTS (3323-3824). 

It is not known to the worldly man , when known, it sets aside 

ATT. EVIL , EOK THOSE WHO AEE DEVOTED TO ITS TKACTICE, IT IS A 
VERITABLE MINE OE VALUABLE QUALITIES IF THE POETS 

know this Highest Truth, then who is thebe who 

WOULD NOT REGARD THEM, KNOWING THE PRIMORDIAL 

Mattes, the Shrit and other things, as 
ommsctenl * — (3323-3324) 


COMMENTARY. 


1 Nht known to 1 — not practised by — ‘ worldly man ’—common people. 

Question — “In what way does it benefit people — that it has been 
taught by the lord I ” 

Answer * When known, etc tic.'* — when it becomes ‘ known ’■ 

directly and realised, — it sets aside the whole lot of evils, such as the Afflic- 
tions, Birth and so forth Even subsequently, when it is practised, it brings 
about excellent qualities 


If such a truth, leading as it does to the fulfilment of the Highest Good, 
mom!'?! 1 , 0 ? e f oete '- the >- «wy very well be « omniscient ’ , we do not for a 
? ??!!? ^at omniscience is confined to a single Person ; m fact, who- 

l : "* Tnitl ’ > he a '° ne - 00 eke, is held by us to 

hcnco the cnnf" Suc ’ ?° Wledg6 ’ however ’ doea not belong to the Poets; 
ntmgeaoy that has been urged doea not- arise —(3323-3324) 


has ^ h “ bee " JUSt Said ^’P 0568 of what 

“There be^mam rt ^ Wder Text 3148 - * effect that- 

tencb,ngs,-i can any!??? ^ITT ’ mutuall >’ contradictory 
can anj one be singled out as the One Ommscient Person ’ ” 
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TEXTS (3325-3330) 

TH ™“ 0 !r D00TRWE ° F ‘ AT °- S0DL ’ AS MSCRtBEB SOESK» 

belo^o to UrSlmnana axd others ;k pact, ^ philosophers 

BEC0,rE 1051 » THE DOCTMXE Op THE ‘ SotJl — At.t. SUCS 
VODTSIXTES AS THE * SySdlSda ’ AST) OTHERS XXTOLTIXG THE XOHOXS 

0F THC '' GS BEDTG not-momenfary, are discarded by direct Per. 

CEPTIOH, HOW THE* CAR PeRSOKS WHO HATE ASSERTED MAR T 
SECH ERREASORAREE THETGS BE ' OMKISCESXT * 1 PeoEEE WHO 
TREJrBLE OVER THIKGS THAT ARE PERCEPTIBLE ASD KKOWR EVES 
TO THE PLOtTGKMAN,'~-HOW COULD THEY EVER HATE AST CLEAR 
KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS THAT ARE BEYOND TTTP SENSES ? THUS 
THE FACT OF THESE PERSONS BEING NOT- 03IXISCIENT IS CLEARLY 


UNDERSTOOD FROM TKEtR BEING ATTACHED TO WRONG DOCTRINES 
AND EXPOUNDING WRONG TEACHINGS JUST IN THE SAME WAY AS 
ANY OTHER MAN WHO PERCEIVES THE man IN THE Post IS s*tt> TO 

be mistaken — One is to be recognised as omniscient only 

WHEN HE HAS BEEN FOUND TO SATISFY ALL TESTS AND ALL REASONS, 
AND HAS BEEN FOUND TO HAVE THE TRUE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS 

— Thus then our Reason should not be regarded as being 
ONE WHOSE CONTRARY IS OPEN TO DOUBT — (3325-3330) 


COMMENTARY 

If the said knou ledge of Truth belonged to Yardhamdna , Kapila and 
others, — then they also might be omniscient As a matter of fact hoover, 
all these persons have been held in the clutches of the crocodile of the fal*e 
doctrine of the * Soul which is the root of all ovil, — and have taught that 
things are not -momentary and so forth, winch are all annulled bv Perception 
and other forms of Cognition , — being thus found to be tripping even in 
regard to things known even to the veriest child how could their knowledge 
of supers ensuous things ever fall within range of possibility -in new of "a Inch 
it could be asked— 14 what proof is there that Kapila is not omniscient 
[as has been asked bv the other party under Text 3149]— Because there is 
the following proof available which can be clearly stated ^ e0 P e w o are 
Attached to false doctrines cannot he omniscient ,—e g the man who ™> s «' k ' :s 
the Post for the dfon ,—Ynrdlmmam and others are actually attached to 
false doctrines,— hence there is apprehension of something 
contradictory as -attachment to false doctrines’ is pervaded bvbeg 
no,, -omniscient which is the contradictor of omn^mence -The Season 
here put forward cannot he regarded as inadmissible , because b.valKo 

idea of things at all — (3325-3330) 
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The following might be urged — “ If these Teachers have taught false 
doctrines, — even so, it cannot be deduced from this that they are addicted 
to the false notions of things , because it is open to men to act contrary to 
their convictions, — the tendencies of men being peculiarly divergent ; conse- 
quently, your Reason is ‘ doubtful — hence — inadmissible ’ ” 

The answ er to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (3331) 

If the assertion of these Teachers regarding the 'Syadvada’ 

AND OTHER DOCTRINES BE SAID TO HAVE BEEN MADE WITH 
SOME (OTHER) MOTIVE, — THEN (WE ASK) — WHAT IS THAT 
FORM OF THINGS WHICH THEY HOED TO BE 
READ AND TRUE ! (3331) 

COMMENTARY 

If it be said that — “ it is with some other motive that these Teachers 
have asserted the doctrines of Syadvada , etc , which are against all canons of 
truth ’’ , — then (our answer is that) let them assert the doctrines , we do not 
wish to prove that Vardiiamdna, etc are, by themselves, non-mnmac.ie.nl , all 
that wo have done is to put forward the diversity of opinion among these 
Teachers, os a proof in answer to the question that you, taking your stand 
upon the mutually contradictory doctrines taught by Kapila and others, have 
asked — “ If Buddha is omniscient, wliat is the proof that Kapila is not so ♦ " 
Hence our Reason cannot be * inadmissible * 

Then again, if what has been asserted by them has some other motive 
behind it, then it bohoves you to explain what, according to them, is the 
real nature of things — (3331) 


TEXTS (3332-3333) 

There is no sow ? ,— things are momentary and so forth.”-— If that 
is so, these Teachers are omniscient , because they have 
directly perceived the true nature of all things In 

that CASE THEY are ALL OMNISCIENT, HOLDING THE SAME 
TOW OF THKGS As FOR THE MUTUALLY CONTRADIC- 
TORY TEACHINGS, THEY NEVER EXPOUNDED ANY 
SUCH TEACHINGS, — THEY MEANT SOMETHING 
QUITE DIFFERENT.— (3332-3333) 


COMMENTARY. 

tending ncooref '° n * <1 ““ obo ' e > the other Party answers— “ The correct 

mewnlLy.andso^orth ” 080 ,hln 9° arc 
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Jf this is the answer, then it means that there is no difference of opinion 
between these Teachers and Buddha , hence onr Season would not be ' in- 
admissible ’ 

The Author therefore says in his reply — ‘ Jf that ts so, etc etc ’ — We do not 
mean to point our finger to any one Person and say that ‘ He is omniscient 
we only assert it m a general way that ‘ there are omniscient persons ’ 
If it is admitted that Kapila and others also have the said knowledge of truth, 
then you should not say — “ why is there a difference of opimon between the 
two ” 7 — Because under the circumstances, thev would all be of the same 
opinion 

Then, ns regards the mutually contradictory teachings of these Teachers, 
— at noil have to be interpreted m some other way , for people holding the same 
opinions cannot expound contradictory teachings , — the only nght view is 
that all of them expound only the true nature of things Hence whenever 
one meets with a diversity of opinion, he should understand that its meaning 
is something quite different 

In case they ore held to be holders of divergent opinions, there 
can be no room for the question—" who is the one to be selected as omni- 
scient ’ ” (as has been asked by the other party in Text 3148) Because m 
that case Sugata (Buddha) would be selected as the only person possessmg 
the said knowledge and hence being omniscient,— and no other person con 
be so regarded — (3332-3333) 


Then again, if Kapila and others are accepted as holding the said opinion 
regarding tL B s, then they become Buddhas themselves -Tins is what is 
pointed out in t-he following 1 


TEXTS (3334-3335) 

THE JfcMta. M °*™»” OOI ‘ 

khoTOHOb o,™« »*»»»“ 

i, ™ ™ s “* 

Teachers also, then the? also j f r e 

‘ BtTDDHA-HOOD ’ DOES EOT DIFFER FROM THA T OF rte 
Buddha , BECAUSE THE? ^ ^ 

KNOWLEDGE, and 1238 1 M 33 | 

teRISECC of the Buddha —(3334-333 ) 

COMMENT- 4 ®"*" 

.Truth’ whose character has been explained as consisting m there 

bem ® Vardhamana and othe ” 

possessing perfertknowled^ ,, called ‘Bogota 
‘ W '-Cf ***** knowledge of there ^ 
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Further, even if what is proved is omniscience tn genera?, by implication 
it becomes recognised as belonging to the Blessed Lord only — Tins is ivhat 
is pointed out in the following — 


TEXT (3336). 

Thus, though the Omniscient Person whose existence has been 

PROVED IS ONLY SUCH A PERSON IN GENERAL, YET IN BEAUTY, IT IS 

Buddha alone who stands out as the only such person , as 
IT IS ONLY He in whom all the characteristics op 
the Omniscient Person are present — (3336) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Tat ’ — Tims, therefore ‘-4s it is, etc etc ’, because it is only He in whom 
all the characteristics of the Omniscient Person are present ■ — (3336) 

Question — “ Without such specification, how can this idea he got at ? ” 
Ansucr — 


TEXT (3337). 


Even when one is specifically singled odt, that person alone 
could be omniscient who knows the whole world in its 

REAL FORM OP ‘ BEING WITHOUT SOUL ’ AND THE 

REST — (3337) 


COMMENTARY 

Though the defiiution of the Ommsuent Person is stated in the geneial 
form that ‘That Person is Omniscient, who know , the whole world in its 
real form of being without Soul and the rest’,— it follows, by implication 
that the particular person who fulfills tho conditions of this definition is 
meant to be Omniscient , and hence it is not necessary to specify that Person 
„ a matte ' of fatt * lt * olJ >' “«r Blessed Lord-and none olse-who fulfills 
all the conditions of the said dohnition of the ‘ Omniscient Person ’ , as it is 
only He who has expounded m v anon* wa V » the truth regarding what should 
ho sought for and what rejected,— along with the means of the same, in the 
shape of the Tour Truths ’ in their perfect form If a man does not know 
a thmg he cannot expound teachings that are perfect and true as icgards the 
state ot that thmg —Tins has been thus declared—* Tho expounding of 

■*”- - - ““ *-*■' - ™ — u 

he bMome°e 7 jmtsc^nt " though He knows the World as soul-tees, etc. how does 
.rtnstccr — 
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TEST (3338) 

When one has perceived the pact op thebe being no Soul, so 

DEFECT CAN OBTAIN A FOOTING IN HEM. BECAUSE XT IS ITS 
CONTRADICTORl’. JtJST AS "WHEN THE BRIGHT 
LAMP IS THEBE, THEBE CAN BE NO DARK- 
NESS — (333S) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact. Omniscience follows from the removal of Hindrance 
of Afflictions and the Hindrance of cognisable things ; — it is the Afflictions 
themselves, m the form of Love, Hate, etc. — winch obstruct the perception 
of the real nature of things, — whten are called * the cover of the Afflictions 
and * the cover of cogmsable things ’ consists in the want of capscitv to 
discern all about things to be secured and to be rejected, and also the inability 
to describe them Of these two, ‘ the cover of the Afflictions ’ is removed by 
the direct perception of the fact of there being jw-Soul ; and ‘ the cover of 
cogmsable things ’ is removed by the faithful and intense and long-continued 
meditation upon the said SouI-Iess-ncss All these Afflictions— Love, Ha*e 
and the rect^-have their root in wrong notions of the Soul, as has been 
found through positive and negative concomitance , and they do not proceed 
from the external things , because, even when the external thing is there, the 
said Afflictions do not appear without feelings of agreeableness, etc. (?) ; and 
conversely even when the external thing is not there, they appear, when the 
man is fflce to face with agreeableness, etc. (’); and when Presence 
and absence of one thing do not follow the presence and absence of another 
thmg, this latter cannot be the cause of the former; if it were so, there 

sophers , because such a Soul he* been alreauy “ w. 

Soul existed, there would he content appearance ^ ^ appearance and 
etc. , because the Soul, which w^gpo ^ It8 perfect form ; 

contmuance of the Afflictions, would be fflway-P ^ ^ 

specially as the Eternal Oao 3 ® **“”?' 1 ^ of t j, 6 help of anything else 
it by anythmg else, it could not a / one and the same 

All this has been discussed m severs P ^ existent and the 

ta E te. ta- A— » 1 * *(* — < — • 

““to" “““ u ' “ 

-n to -—js-sas; 

from the wrong notion of th miless he has the notion oi mine . 

of *I>, he cannot have seU ‘ lo ''f’ being conducive to bringing pleasure o 
he cannot have the idea ot “5*“* g g his 'own’. Hatred abo tows’* 

- , ~+. amcnea zo it conduce to 

recognises that- ^ LU 


himself, and he cannot be 
anythmg does not appear 
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bringing pain to himself ; because there can be hatred against w hat is not 
harmful to what is his otre, or against w hat removes that harm 

Similarly with regard to Kamc etc al-o 

From all this it is clear that the notion of ' Soul ' which has persisted 
mom time without beginning having been brought about, the repeated 
notion of similar 1 Souls ’ is what produces the notion of " one’s own ’ ; 
these two produce Love for ‘ one's own . this produces Hatred and the 
rest ; from this positive and negative concomitance, it is clearly known to 
all men, down to the very cowherd, that all these Afflictions — Love, etc — 
have their root in the notion of ‘ one s own winch proceeds from the notion 
of one's self or sot if. 

Contrary to tins idea of * Soul ’ is the idea of ‘ Xo-Sou! ; because this 
rests upon a form quite the re'-erse of the former It is incompatible too 
that both these — Soul and X'o-Soul — should be identical or co-exist m any 
one ‘ Chain 1 ; because these are as contrary to each other as the notions of 
‘ serpent ’ and ‘ rope ’ with regard to the same object Thus the doctrine 
of • Xo-soul 1 being contrary to the doctrine of ‘ Soul , it becomes contrary 
to — incompatible with — Lo\ e. Hatred and other Afflictions also ; just as Fire 
is contrary to the shivering caused by cold. — Consequently, when one has 
directly realised the doctrine of • Xo-soul ’ — which is incompatible with all 
Defects end Aberrations, — its contrary— in the shape of the whole host 
Love and other defects— ceases to exist ; just as Darkness ceases m a place 
flooded with light It is in this way that the ‘ cover of Afflictions ’ becomes 
set aside by the realisation of the doctrine of ‘Xo-soul ’. 


The argument may be formulated thus .—When the contrary of a certain 
thing obtains a footing at a certain place, then that thing itself cannot 
secure a footing, e g Darkness does not secure a footing at a place flooded 
with lamp-hght there is perception of ‘Xo-soul’, which is contrary to 
the whole host of defects, in the Person who has realised the doctrine of 
* Xo-soul ’ , hence there is apprehension of the contrary. 


The following might be urged— “ When the mmd is obsessed with the 
idea of * Xo-Soul there is no room for the appearance of its contrary', the 
i ea of the ‘Soul ’ ; similarly there is no room for the appearance of the idea 
ot Xo-soul when the Mind is obsessed with the idea of the ‘ Soul ’ , because 
the incompatibility rests equally in both Consequently (as practicallv a’l 
men have their minds obsessed with the idea of ‘ Soul ’) no one could ha™ the 
idea of Xo-soul at all ; and to that extent your Reason is * inadmissible ’ — 
There may or may not be the idea of * Xo-soul ’ ; even as these two— 1 Soul ’ 
ana Xo-soul are not absolutely destructive of one anotber.-as is the case 

HSt t’ ° r Pieasure and Pam Then again, what vou hare 
a °“f to prove is the absolute destruction {removal ) of one bv the other, 
ano not mere absence of cogence ; hence your Reason is also Incon- 

a ,SCt - 10 °’ 6nd We ’ Hote and «* rest appearing 
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Afflict ions ha vo not beon destroyed, — then there would be no room for the 
nppoornnco of tho notion of ‘No soul’ , ns a matter of fact, however, it is a 
fact of common experience that tho notion of ‘ Xo-soul ’ presents itself before 
all men , and « lion this same notion is pondered os er it reaches to high stages, 
— just like tho conception of a young woman, — and subsequently becomes 
quite dourly perceptible, and ultimately reaches the stage of direct perception, 
— ns cm lsiiguu; a directly pcrccit ed tiling , how then can it be impossible for 
tile notion of ‘ no soul ’ to appear in the mind of men ’ 

Then again, m a place wrapped in darkness, there is possibility of light 
appearing after sumo time, —so here also why should not there be the possibility 
of (be appearance of tho notion of No-soul ’ * 

It cannot lx 1 said that 1 tho said conception of ‘No soul ’ cannot appear 
in any man , — -which could lead to the appearance of the perceptional Cogni- 
tion ”, — Because, the reason 1ms to be pointed out why this is not possiole 
For iiixtuncc, w lint would oe the reason foi no use using made of the 


said conception ’ Would it he m the fact of no one wanting it,— and all 
admit of sane men being accompanied by some desire ’—Or, even if they 
desire it, the sano man does not have recourse to activity, because he has no 
knowledge of what Inis got to bo avoided,— and unless a Defect is known, it 
canuot bo avoided— Or, oven though he knows the Defect, the man know* 
that tho Defect is permanent and hence does not put forth any effort to 
remote it, because what is permanent cannot be removed— Or, oven if the 
Defects are not permanent, one recognises the fact of them having no cause 
and desists from any activity towards them removal-because what is self- 
sufficient can never bo set aside -Or, even though they have cam**, 
thorn ,s no certain knowledge of such causes, and hence one does not pay 
unv heed to the said coucoption,— because, as m tho case of disease, it cm 
not bn romot ed until its cause were definitely ascertained ’—Or, oven if them 

^ 

forms tho very nature of the thi g desists because there 

do not form part of the natureof » mcaM JS there, the 

are no means of removmg them, « there, tts use would be 

end cannot be attained,— o, vtbeni _ beca use what is not known 

impossible, because the man does ^ ^ he does not employ 

cannot bo used —Or even o ^ j or thB conC eption to reach by 

them because he considers P qji aLOOUnt of there being no re-birth, 

jumping as it were -tho highest ^ remalI1 at the same stage at 
and hence the conception « ^ ffaatmg tbat the conception does 

which it has already reached ncB 0 f their contrary, the Defecte 
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New, it cannot be admitted that the man does not want it (the removal 
of Defects) Because those persons whose minds are beset with sufferings 
due to Birth and other causes, and frightened at the prospect of Births and 
Rebirths,— do certainly want to have peace of mind , and. when these people 
have acquired the true understanding of Disciples, this fear of Birth and Re- 
birth itself becomes the cause of their desire to seek for the conception of * No- 
soul ’ Those people who, by reason of belonging to a particular family, 
are by their nature bent upon doing good to others, — when they find the 
world suffering from the three kinds of Pain hegiumng with Tendencies and 
Dispositions, they are moved to compassion and begin to suffer for the 
sufferings of others , and giving up all idea of benefiting themselves, they come 
to look upon all living beings as their own ‘ self and then concentrate 
themselves upon removing their sufferings , and m the case of these men, the 


said compassion itself is the cause of the appearance of the conception in 
question Because it is extremely difficult to know and speak of what is 
imperceptible and its cause — If it is asked — “ What is the use in any sane 
man doing what is good for others ? ” — the answer is that the same doing good 
is the use or purpose , as this is highly desirable in itself — Nor will this mean 
dependence upon others Because the wish to do good to one’s self is based 
upon the assumed knowledge of the Soul , and doing good to others has been 
regarded by all good men as leading to desirable results Then again, what 
the other party began to prove was the impossibility of any one wishing to 
proceed with the conception , w ell, even if he were an unintelligent person, why 
should ho not wish to undertake even this much of activity ? Hence he 
should have to say that “ no one ever acts towards helping others, because 
it doos not servo any useful purpose for himself And the impossibility 
of such a view has been already explained —Further, while there are some 


people who are found to bo past masters in the art of cruelty, taking delight 
in injuring others, without rhyme or reason, and pleased at tlio suffering of 
others, tliore are yet others who are past masters in the art of mercy, 
taking delight m the happiness of others, pained at the suffering of others, 
— without any other cause ; why should this not be possible ? 

Nor is there no knowledge of the nature of the Defects (to be removed) 
Bocauso all such Afflictions and Defects as Love, Hatred, Delusion, Pride, 
Arrogance, Jealousy, Envy, etc —following upon Calamities, Disappointments, 
lie prosperity of one’s own self and that of persons related to him, — aro such 
as liaio their nature fully known, as they continue to appear and disappear. 

Nor are these Defects eternal , because they ore always found to appear 
occasionally —For the same reason, they cannot be without cause ; because 
"Imt has no cause does not depend upon anything else and heneo cannot 
suffer nnj restrictions of time, placo and character —This same reason also 

QS "?° tl '° ld , oa thnl tll01T eternal. Because the cause, m the 

Shape of the Soul, etc , would be always there, and they would be independent 
™ C ; ns !’ eln e they could not have any peculiar potency 

those ll ™ th0 c,roumst °nces, all the effects emanating from 

b ° Uab,B t0 b0 a PP earm S simultaneously. 
Trom all this it follows, b } irapUeation, that their causesmust be non-etomal - 
And this non-eternal cause of the Defects also is one w hose form ,s w ell-known 
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Bccauso the host of Defects like Love, Hatred and the like have their cause 
in tho reverses experienced by one’s own self and also by people related to 
lninsolf , ns they always appear m accordance with the positive and negatn e 
concomitance of these latter. 

Nor can the Defects be regarded as inherent m all living beings , because 
those living beings themselves are not admitted , in fact there is no object m 
tho shape of the ‘ living being whose properties these Delects — Love, etc 
— could bo It is only something sot up by Conception as something spoken 
of as 1 this as tho whole idea of quality and qualified is purely conceptual 
(fanciful) — If it be held that the Defects are to be regarded as the properties 
of living beings, because they are subjective in character — or because they 
nro produced in the mind, — then also there is ' inadmissibility ’ and ‘ mcon 
chisivoness ’ For instance, if the other party wishes to regard the Defects 


os objects and the Mind as the subject, — then he has to admit that the Mind 
is of the nature of the apprehension of things , as otherwise the Mind and 
the Thing could not be related ns object and subject And when the Mind 
is admitted to bo of the nature of the apprehension of things,— it will have 
to be asserted that it is apprehended by a part of that same nature of itself , 
how else could it be apprehended f If it were apprehended by a form 
that did not exist, then there could not be the relation of object and subject 
For instance, the Object does not osst m the form in which it is envisaged by 
tho Cognition , and the Thing is not envisaged by the Cognition in the form 
in which it exists ; so Cognitions would become objectless, and this wool 
lead to the absurdity of all things being unknown —From all this it follows 
that the character of apprehending things m their well-known forms consfi- 
tutes its very nature , and it has been explained that the well-known form of 

STngs £2 » ^ Z2STZ 

of the nature of the apprehension of souUessneee, not of the nature 
apprehension .of the A* ^ ^ ^ ^ ba postu!ato d only by 

deluded peopl® , and can proceedonly thenohou ’ 

and notbecausethatis . ; easoa that th6 host of Afflictions, even 

m regard to the ‘ t0 shaka the strength of the doctrine 

m their most blatant for ® 3 ’" ^ adventltlouB causes, the Afflictions are 

of ‘ No-soul ’ Because being , sou] , on tbg other hand, it forms 

never very firm As regards the i MeaM 0 f Cognition , hence 

the vary nature of things and is P ^ hQstlllty rests equally m both, 

lt is strong and , Qn whl0 ® ltg contrary fastens itself, -not so 

yet it is the idea of because it is contrary to that 

the idea of the ‘ Soul open the othe , b external world docs not 

Even for the man who ho!ds a !p rebens ,on of ‘ No soul not of the 
exist, Cognition is ° { ibe " °* . gouT , because this Soul does not exist 
nature of the apprehension of the ^ not being existent, 

Eor instance, if, on the ground of *» rf the apprehension of 

the Cogmtion be not regarded w „ o{ the nature of its 
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things cannot bo set aside without special effort ,-Amd ao effort of intelligent 
men is possible towards the rejecting or acquiring of anything until' the 
good and bad points of the things to be acquired and rejected have beei 
duly perceived And until the man has become very much upset, he canno 
perceive good points in Defects and bad points in their contrary , for the 
simple reason that he has not been upset People whose minds have not 
become perverted do notacquirethmgsfreefromDefectso«defetfn.c, thev do 
not acquire the defective thing as gold The idea of 1 Iso-soul however, can 
never be defective , because it is always free from all discrepancies and hence 
always good For instance, when all impurities have totally disappeared, 
there cannot come in any discrepancies on the basis of the past perception 


of things ; — nor can the presence of Love, Hatred and the rest bring about 
discrepancies in the shape of the burning of the Body and the Mind {’) , nor 
any discrepancies relating to Birth, in the shape of Disease, etc Because 
there are no Afflictions which alone bring about Birth Nor is there any dis- 


crepancy m the shape of insipidity, as appears ra the case of worldly pleasures , 
because the pleasures of calm and peace are never galling Consequently 
it cannot be right to make any effort to get rid of this knowledge of ‘Xo 
soul ’ In fact, if there is any effort, it should be towards not losing hold of 
the said knowledge ; specially because the Intelligence of man is by its nature 
partial to what is good —Nor should there be an effort for the acquiring 
of the Defects , because they are all evil, being the abode of all troubles 

Thus the conception of ‘No-soul’ is quite possible, and when this 
reaches its highest stage, it has been found to bnng about the ri^Oogmtion 
of things ; just as m the case of the love-lorn young man thinking of lus 
beloved m the case of such a man, there appear such illusory ^ ® 

her' 'I embrace her' and so forth, and there are corresponding bodil 


reactions also. 

Thus then our Reason cannot be regarded as inadmissible 

Nor is our Reason ‘ Inconclusive ’ , because theidcii of 
a well-established fact, and is consequen j voot Thus there is 

•Soul’, which is the reverse of it and hence not strong 

hostility between these two ideas of the no Uon of • Soul’ 

Love and Hatrtd a-so proceed^ b* ^ to one another on 

which is not well-established , an y Jt Jg not due to mistake, 

account of their envisagmg eontmry f^ mlBtekes> an d >et thev 

because the two are -^"^Tthe hostiUty of these two well 
are themselves mistaken, " h sourcem the notion of the Sold 

recognised, notions of ‘I’ and -mmeMbat 

For instance, it is only hampers those, not otherwise , 

there appears Hatred against wba P d nJ0 themselves of 

when t£ proceed from destructive of one another 

the nature of cause and effect, t y both emanating from 

ZSZSZTSSSi - — . — - — 
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two similar mental images at one and the same time — Nor is there any 
hostility between Pleasure and Pam Because Pleasure and Pam are of 
two lands — subjective and objective , — those that are subjective are associated 
with Hatred and Apologetic Spirit, and hence stand on the same footing as 
Lo\ e and Hatred, and hence are the reverse of one another , they envisage the 
same form of the Soul, and have their source in the idea of the same * Soul 
and they bear to each other the relation of cause and effect , hence there can 
be no hostility between them — As regards the objective Pleasure and Pam, 
they are not restricted to different causes , hence there can be no hostility 
between them Because when Pleasure proceeds from a certain thing. 
Pain also proceeds from the same thing when one becomes too much addicted 
to it , hence their causes are not necessarily different — It is not so in the case 
of the ideas of the * No-soul ’ and ' Soul ’ — Further, m the case of Pleasure 
and Pam, they are of equal strength, because both proceed under the influence 
of their objective, — not so between the ‘ Path ’ and the ‘ Defects * ; of which 


latter tho * Path ’ is the stronger, because it envisages an accomplished 
fact , not so the * Defects ’ Then again, Pleasure and Pam do not continue 
for a long time, — not so the idea of ‘No-soul’ ; because having become 
absorbed, it never ceases , as has been explained above Hence there is no 
falsity in our Premiss — As for the two not appearing at the same time, the 
reason for tins has been already explained 

It has been argued that even for those who have cognised the doctrine 

of ‘No-soul’ through Inference Love and Hatred, etc. do appear But 

that is not right- , because tho idea of ‘ No-soul ’ consists of a mere Idea, clear 
and distinct, directly envisaging soul-less things, non-conceptual , 
and as envisaging well-ascertained things, it is not mistaken ; it serves to 
uproot tho idea of the ‘ Soul ’ and has, on that account, been described as 
t * 10s,l| r to • at| 4 d 'f° es not consist of the pondering of what has been 
heard (learnt) Because the Impurities, which have become firmly rooted 
l hrougli repeated experience from time without beginning, go on being reduced 
gradually by tho rise of their opposites, and hence come to be destroy ed only 
gradually , not by merely hearing of the teaching once , ns there ^‘destruc- 
tion of cold by the mere touch of Fire When too the idea of • No-sonl ’ 
consisting of tho cogitation of what has been heard, appears before one the 
whole lot Of Love and the rest do not remain there at all ; in view of which 
our Premiss could bo false. Because the Buddhists always set aside the 

cto by ° f the » « ***; z* 

The lmstihn i f ♦I”'?’!’ 1 *'* 1 ° 8 h!Wmg * heir Sr° a,ness unbesm.rched 
for ‘ ° t WOa ° f ‘ N °- S0Ul ’ towards l0 ™' » ^rmed 

‘ No .old ■ presents itjTT, ** 88 S °° n Ds tlle jdea of 

sot aside at the erase ” 5 e6n two Bets of th,n ^> ono becomes 

Jr J JCmJJ U, ° ' er ’“ lh0n ’ 0n lh0 *>» lattor to its 

,, of-T the former becomes absolute], and entirely destroy ed -c a the 

tha r: ° f « 

" 1K 1,8 h ^ hl - "o«.d tho° Defects continue' to eSt" 

... ^zir:::;zirr hw c . ' *1 b ™ * - when. 

present, it is not contradictory * either (3338) 
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Thus Iho ‘ removal of tho Hindrance of Afflictions 1 having hesn estab- 
lished, l he Author proceeds to describe the ‘removal of the Hindrance of 
Cognisable things ’ — 


TEXT (3330) 

Also, ox account of the peculiar character of the direct per - 

CLFTIOX, Tim DeIECT ALONG AVI PH THE DISPOSITIONS CEASES 
lOKTHUITIt , AND THUS THROUGH FREEDOM FROM ALL 
‘ OBSTACLLS OMNISCIENCE BECOMES ACCOM- 
PLISHED — (3339) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Direct -perception ’ — of what ? — of the idea of ‘ no soul ’ , this is to be 
understood fiom tho context—' ' The peculiar character' of this Direct Per- 
ception consists m tho complete realisation of tho good and bad points of the 
sold idea nnd its contrary (respectively), by a long-continued process It is 
breauso this complete realisation is scenting m those svho are still mthe stage 
of pupilage, that thaso nro not omniscient And the reason for this has m 
the fact that, on account of tho absence of tho said Jong-continued practice, 
the ‘ Hindrance of Cognisable things’ lies not been removed, because the 
snid conlomplntion is still wanting 

Tho argument, may bo formulated thus— That Contemplation which 
carried on uninterruptedly satb due faith for a long time brings about its 
fruit m tho shape of tho direct perception of tlungs as if they were m one 
palms— -ns for Lmplo, the contemplation by the lover of the loved 

(he contemplation by the Merciful ^ “ re IS Q reaS0 n based 

equipped with all the said three qnaUfi^ ^ be Eflj(J t0 be 

on tho nature of things The , explained that it is always 

‘ mndroisslblo ' , because it has ce * end ( sue h es the welfare of 

possiblo for tlio Merciful one, seelang - ^ can the Keas0 n be said 

mnnland) to liavc recourse to suc £ 80 * der accession, which is the 

to bo ‘ Inconclusive ’ , became th | ^ 1S v bat is sought to be 

mental porooption of tho 'soul-lessne cont f m plation with the three 

proved as icndered manifest by t ance of the character of the 

qualifications And the ,nvenabeo„te^ ^ wenJmoTOJi specially 
Probans mth the character oJ not need any other cause to bring it 

because the clear mamfestation of it d ltsmV8nable concomitance 

about ; and from this there "J^ence ’ is nothing other than the said 
with omniscience also , because o tbe < goui-Iess-ness of all 

clour manifestation of the C °Sf* ‘ t o{ the contemplation with 

s-r s ~ 

^•sssrs^- 4 ----— * 

possible. 
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By this same argument all those arguments become answered which 
the other party had brought forwaid against the existence of the Omniscient 
Person , because the existence of the Omniscient Person is not something to 
be proved, what is meant to be proved is the clear manifestation of the 
thing in question m the ■well-known, mind {of that Person) 

In this way, on account of the peculiar character of the direct perception, 
the entire effects of the Defects, — m the shape of the deficiencies of Body, 
Speech and Mmd,— become dispelled , and thus both kinds of 4 Hindrance 5 
become set aside ; and all hindrances having been set aside. Omniscience 
becomes an accomplished fact — (3339) 

The following might be urged — “It may be that Omniscience in general 
has been proved ; yet the Omniscience of Buddha has not been proved ” 

The answer to this is as follows . — 

TEXT (3340) 

In fact, this (omniscience) that has been proved is that of Buddha 
Him self, as it is He who, at the very outset, expounded 

THE DOCTRINE OF * No-SOUL * THAT IS WHY He 
STANDS AT THE HEAD OF ALL PHILOSOPHERS. 

—{3340) 

COMMENTARY 

The said omniscience has been proved really as belonging to Buddha, 
not to Kapil3 and others — 41 Why ** ? — Because at the very outset, it was He 
who expounded the doctrine of 4 No’Soul * 

What is meant is as follows ■ — By painting out that all things are included 
among the five 4 Thought Phases \ Buddha taught, at the very outset, that 
there ls 4 No-soul’.- — It is this same Teacher whose existence is proved by the 
Inferential Indicative in the shape of the teaching of * Soul-less -ness * , and 
it is this Person who is called by us * Sugata * {Buddha) Through this 
teaching of His, complete knowledge of all things, obtainable and dis- 
cardable, along with the means of obtaining and discarding them, becomes 
secured Hence it is through His connection with this complete knowledge 
that He becomes recognised as omniscient and reliable ; hence it is only right 
and proper that His exigence should bo proved by persons who desire to under- 
stand His teachings His Omniscience., does not rest upon His knowledge 
of such things as the number of insects in the world ; though it is proved 
that the knowledge of such things also is possible for Him , as His knowledge 
relates to tho Truth rolating to all things and is last mg For instance, bj 
the teaching of the doctrine of ‘ No-soul — -which is m full accordance with 
Reason and proofs — His knowledge becomes established — by tho teaching 
tliat this Soul -less -ness ’ has always been there and will alwa$ s bo there. Ho 
has shown that His knowledge of things is lasting, — specially because His 
tea clangs relating to the three kinds of Pain and allied things are in agree- 
ment with all the nine sections of tho scriptures and with the teaching of the 
Tliroc Paths’ — As lie has made known the ‘Four Truths’ by various 
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means, it is inferred from this that He knows all things , speciallv as any 
incapacity there might have been there to comprehend all things has been 
dispelled In fact, no one could expound such teachings, who did not know- 
all the good and bad points of things and was not able to expound them 
Nor can it be right to assert that “ He has expounded these teachings after 
having learnt it from the Veda , as it has been shown that the Veda is the 
work of a human being 

Prom all this we conclude that the Blessed Lord stands at the head of all 
Philosophers, because of the superiority of His knowledge of things — (3340) 

For tins same reason there can be no equality between the Blessed Lord 
of the superior knowledge and any one else This is what is pointed out in 
the following — 

TEXTS (3341-3342) 

Thebe can be no equality between this Teacher endowed with 

THE TRUE KNOWLEDGE OP TRUTH, AND OTHER TEACHERS WHO 

HAVE EXPOUNDED PAUSE DOCTRINES THE KNOWLEDGE OF 
THESE LATTER IS NOT VOUCHED TOE BY ANY MEANS OP 

Right Cognition, and their Word is beset with 

ANNULMENT ; THEREFORE THE CAPACITY TO KNOW 
SUFEKSENSUOUS THINGS MUST BE VERY FAR 

AWAY FROM THEM — (3341-3342) 


COMMENTARY 

There IS no reason to prove that these other Teachers possess supenor 
knowledge If there were such reason at all, it could only bo m the form 

— (3344-3342) 

, , ... ,, The wor d of Buddha also is contrary to all 

It might be urged that— The woru u. 

forms of valid Cognition 

The answer to this is as follows 

TEXT (3343). 

[The words of Buddha are] t k useful for men , 

BAUBLE METHOD, AND SI ® THINGS, THEY ABE NOT, 

even ar REGARD to feecepotix ^s Mm58 

- LEAST DEGREE, ANNULLED 

(and Forms) of Cognition -(3343) 

COMMENTARY. 

• W mtS-the v*nous Ld bkc 

preliendmg one an<1 * *** 
stray sentences as ten P°™ 1 V 
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A ‘ compatible ’ — 1 e practicable — 1 method ’ — m the shape of meditating 
upon soul-less-ness — is taught m them , and they do not lay down such 
impracticable methods as the securing of the crest-jewel of the king of serpents 

' They set forth what is useful for men ’ — mthe shape of Prosperity and the 
Highest good , they do not set forth such useless things as the investigation 
of the subject of the teeth of crows 

Says the Opponent-— “ All this is applicable to the words of Kaprla 
and other teachers also ” 

Answer — * Even m regard to, etc , etc ’ — ‘ Perceptible ’ — 1 e. regarded as 
amenable to Perception and Inference , — 1 not annulled by the two means of 
Cognition ’ — Perception and Inference , because the real state of things is 
exactly as spoken of in the words 

That is to say, what is regarded as amenable to Perception is the five- 
fold group of Thought-phases — m the shape of the conceptions of (a) the 
Blue and other objects, (6) Pleasure, Pam and other Feelings, (c) the causes 
of these, (<f) the Apprehension, (e) Love and Hate, etc , — and it cannot be 
otherwise than what is asserted by Buddha , just like the impercepltbtlUy of 
things regarded as imperceptible , so also of what other parties have regarded 
as perceptible, — such as the various varieties of Colour, Sound and the Test, 
Pleasure, etc., and Substances, Actions, TJmversals and Conjunctions , — also 
such things as functioning through the potencies of things, and the rest are 
regarded as amenable to Inference,-— all these ore exactly as asserted (by the 
words of Buddha) Similarly too, the four ‘Noble Paths’, which are not 
regarded as amenable to Inference, are actually found to be not so amenable , 
just os the Soul and other things which are regarded by other parties as 
amenable to Inference functioning through the potency of things. 

Tlio particle api also indicates that the words are not otherwise, 
even in regard to things that are not perceptible For instance, what the 
words of Buddha have taught, for the removal of Love, etc , is the doctrine of 
No soul as contrary to and counteracting the doctrine of ‘ Soul ’ which is 
at the root of that Love and Hate, etc and the things emanating therefrom ; 

and they have not toughs-like the words of Kapxla and others— such 
means as Bathing, performance of the Agmholm and so forth, which are not 
incompatible with the root cause of Love, Hate, etc —(3343) 

Lord T dreln!!n) n8 f T “tF 0mtS ° Ut that lt WaS f ° r tIus reBSon thnt tbe Blessed 

a- m ’ I" 6 13 10 bB OCOepted by the "*• WP« mating, 

TEXT (3344). 

[The words of] Buddha] are free froji impurities, like gold tested 

heating , CUTTING ’ AND * TOUCHING ’ , AND, LIKE THE 
GOLD, they do not undergo any change in the 
PROCESS OP TESTING ^AND INVESTIGATION. 

—(3344) 

COMMENTARY 

•H«“ “ ir fr0r Y U P-, when tested by 

does not undergo ans change.-so also the jewel -hke words of 
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the 'Blessed Lord,— when t*sL>8_L.N u , „ 

~(6) by ‘Inference ’ based oTtJZnZ , Fer ??*° n '’ ^cliisl*,, * H eatmg> 

—and {e) by Inference based on the RebaWe°Wnrrt 1 t I ° h )s hke ' Touc,u "g 
do not undergo any chance Tt ond, which is hhe ‘ cutting ’, — 

gont men should proceed on the haT °f V ZZ th ° Eoflvlt J T of wtelh- 

«»y otto This th, ;,„ rp „ f ol .t. T Wmt 

T«U P „ nt .u, mJ ™ y o! Lord’s Wort 

TEXTS (3345-3347) 

Tee jewel-like Word of Buddha, Whose appearance is cond ogive 

TO THE DESTRUCTION OF THE ENTIRE MASS OF THE DARKNESS OF 

Wrong Notions, is never got at by men beset with sms That 

18 WHY WISE SEEN DECLARED Buddha ALONE TO BE OMNISCIENT 
— COGNISANT OF ALL SUCH THINGS AS PRIMORDIAL Matter’ 
and Spirits , He has been called the ‘ Great Physician ’ 
—Thus thebe is the definitely certain Cognition 
that Buddha is omniscient, not Kapda. Though 
this Cognition has been clearly spoken of, 
it has not been understood by dull-witted 
men.— (3345-3347) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Wrong ideas ’ are the * darkness ’ , conducive to tho destruction of that 
is. the appearance of the Lord’s Word 

‘ By men beset with sms ’ — i e by men who have no piety 
1 Spoken of ’ — as brought about by the Inferential Indicative in the 
shape of the True Word — (3J46-3347) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Teat 3180, that * In 
regard to one matter, of Arithmetic for instance, all beings are found to bo 
truthful and no distinction is found among them, etc. etc ” 

The answer to this is os follows — 


TEXT (3348) 

From what has been said, it is also learnt wherein lils the bis- 
tinotion of the 1 Suppressor of Desires ’ ( Buddha ) from Rsabha 
and other incompetent Teaohebs — (3348) 


COMMENTARY 

The above described ‘ Superiority of Knouledgo ’ of die 
, a„ nore890 r of Mora ’ (Desire) having established His Distinction 

(superiority) over Peabfta, TardhornSna and others-it is not open to you, 
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if you are truthful, to assert that ‘ no Distinction is perceived * Such is 
the upshot of the whole — (3348) 

It might be urged that — '* on finding, in the one domain of Arithmetic 
that both sets of Teachers are equally right, we assert them to be 
equal ” . — 

The answer to that is as follows . — 


TEXT (3349) 

What pool is theke who will regard a Pebson who knows 

THE LETTBBS OP THE ALPHABET ONLY, AS CONVERSANT- 
WITH THE ESSENCE OP ALL THE SCIENCES, — MERELY ON 
THE GROUND OP HIS POSSESSING EQUAL KNOWLEDGE - 
OP POOD * — (3349) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the other party, under Texts 3151 el seq., that — 
“ The Reason that the Buddhist adduces in support of the Omniscience of one 
Person will be available m the case of other Persons also, etc etc." 

The answer to this is as follows : — 


TEXT (33B0). 

Thus then, that Reason by which the Omniscience of one Pebson 
is established is not available in the case of another 
Person because the essence of that Reason 
IS ABSENT IN THIS LATTEB OASB. — (3350) 


COMMENTARY 

1 2W ’ — Therefore , thus. 

X hC “ 5<mce that &MWl ’ ’ though the mere verbal expression of 

such reasonings -th the reality of thmgs, is absent in 

end oXrT,72f w tr Tf * ava,!abia for the «• of Kajnla 
thing, — and not merely^ T T ' mg * concomitant another real 

apprehension of tilings 1(33^) eSpre5S,0I1 - that right 

objections 5 tb* ^BuSliLte *?"***’ UndCT Texi 3152 > ^aWThe 
Buddhists forcibly urge against the arguments in 
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support of the Omniscience of 

tho party, oto ote ”, ' Bis ° l ^ ed b y th <= Jam as against 

Tfio answer to this is os follows 




Thus, those objections that the 

“"7 - “»»» « « o»srn rsr* 

the Buddhist) —(3351) 

COMMENTARY 

Without anger’ — Froe from anger In {art the , , 

ECiSsr on,y through pity for y ™- - ’^7^: 

* ,* * Becauso it has bean shown that the SyUvuda and other 

teachings propounded by him are defective (3351) 

It has been argued under Text 3153,-” How can any defimte conclusion 
bo armed nt through such reasonings and counter-reasonings, which arc un- 
certain and swallowed by their own reflections ? ” 

The answer to this is ns follows 


TEXTS (3352-3353) 

Because the tkutk that has been found in the Buddhist doctrine, 
through proofs with well-established premises,— has not 

BEEN SO FOUND IN ANY OTHER DOCTRINE, — THEREFORE DEBASE 
DRAW AS MANY DEFINITE CONCLUSIONS AS YOU CAN, 
THROUGH VARIOUS REASONINGS AND COUNTER- REASON- 
INGS, WHICH ABE WELL-FOUNDED AND NOT 
SWALLOWED BY THEIR OWN REFLECTIONS. — 

(3352-3353) 

COMMENTARY 


‘ Yat ’ — Because 

• Siddhapmtibandh ena ’—Bv means of Premises asserting identity 
and the causal relations, on the strength of the real state of things 

* Tina ' — Therefore — (3352-3353) 

It has been argued, under Text 3157,— “Who can reasonably accept 
the existence of a Person who can be regarded by such reasons as ‘being 
cognisable *, etc etc ? 

The answer to to is as follow 5 ? — 
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TEXTS (3354-3355) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS NO IN C OMPATIB HITY , DIRECT OR INDIRECT, 
BETWEEN, THE CHARACTER OF ‘ KNOWING AID THINGS’ AND THAT 

OF * BEING COGNISABLE, ETC ’ — In FACT ‘ COGNISABIDITY ’ IS 
PROVED BE THE * ABSENCE OF INCOGNISABIDITE NOT BE 
THE ‘ ABSENCE OF OMNISCIENCE ’ , THIS LATTER THERE- 
FORE RETAINS ITS CHARACTER — (3354-3355) 

COMMENTARY 

When one desires to establish the denial of one thing by the affirmation 
of another, he should affirm that which may be incompatible either directly 
or indirectly, with what is to be denied, — and not that which is not so in- 
compatible If it were not so, then the affirmation of anything at random 
might lead to the denial of all things In the case m question, there is no 
incompatibility, direct or indirect, between ‘ Omniscience ’ and ‘ eogmsability ’. 
For instance, incompatibility between any two things can be of only two 
kinds— (1) in the form of mutual exclusion, the presence and absence of one 
implying the absence and presence, respectively, of the other, — e.g between 
Existence and Non-existence, or between Succession and Non-succession , and 
(2) in the form of impossibility of co-existence , e g between Fire and Cool- 
ness — That the former kmd of ‘ incompatibility ’ is not there between 
‘ Omniscience ’ and ‘ eogmsability ’ is shown by the words—' Gognisabihly 
is proved, etc efc.’ It has been pointed out on a previous occasion that there 
is ' incompatibility ’ of the kmd of mutual exclusiveness between those two 
things only of which the cognition of one means the non-eogmtion of the 
other , and ‘ eogmsability ’ is there, as excluding, not 1 Omniscience but 
mcogmsabibty ’.—(3354-3385) 

The following Text shows that the second kmd of incompatibility also 
is not there m the case m question 


TEXT (3356) 

Omniscience has never before been seen to appear on the 
appearance of its complete Cause,— by virtue of which 

IT COULD EE SAID TO CEASE ON THE APPEARANCE OF 
THE CHARACTER OF ! BEING AN ENTITY * 

AND SO FORTH -—(3356) 


COMMENTARY. 
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Question — “ Why is it that Omniscience has not come mto existence on 
tho presence of a Onuso ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (3357). 

Being featureless and uncogm-sed even by itself, it can never come 

INTO EXISTENCE THUS IT WOULD MEAN THAT BEFORE ITS 

appearance, the Omniscience actually existed (and 
WAS NOT BROUGHT INTO EXISTENCE BY ANY 

Cause) —(3357) 

COMMENTARY 

If you hold the view that “ Omniscience disappears on the appearance of 
tho character of ‘being on entity’ and * eogmsabihty — then, m that 
case, it would mean that, before the appearance of the character of ‘ being 
an entity ’, etc the Omniscience was 1 not an entity ’ and was not ' cognisable ’ 
oven by itself ; and thus, (a) being a non-entity, it would b e featureless, rjnd 
(6) being me ogmsablc, there would be no self-cognitwn of it, which means 
that the Omniscience is never brought about, and does not exist at all , how 
then enn it be said to have appeared previously and then ceased ? Cer- 
tainly there can be no appearance, coming into existence, of what is feature- 
less Nor can there be any basis for the existence of what is not cognised. , 
as all notions of the existence of things are dependent upon them being 
cognised. What ,s meant by all this is that the reasoning of the Opponent 

r z*z: 

itself, without any effort on ~ 

science , hence it cannot be nght y ’ the Text> by the words— 

contradiction.— This is who is pom admltte(J that the Omniscience 

• Before its appearance , etc etc , 1 0 “ 

existed before the appearance —(3357) 

. . . . jt may be that Incogmeabihty and the rest 

It might be argued that- indicate the non- 

are not incompatible with Omniscience, even y 

existence of the Omniscient Person 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXT (3358) 

_ „ OT INCOMPATIBLE cannot be rightly 
TEE — « «> OTHER OTHERWISE THE 
regarded as setitog ^ ^ AESENCB 


COMMENTARY 


' Some people ^0 chapter o/‘be.ng 

are not inoompatible w 
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a speaker ’ is certainly incompatible with it , because Omniscience cannot 
co-exist along with ‘ Speakership of which ‘ Conceptual Content ’ is the 
indirect Cause , because on the principle that one cannot utter words without 
previous cogitation and thinking \ Conceptual Content is the cause of 
SpeaLing , and as all Conceptual Content is associated with verbal expression, 
it cannot apprehend the forms of things, — tlus latter being amenable to 
only such cognition as is free from Conceptual Content , thus during the 
conceptual stage, there being no apprehension of the form of things, there 
can be no Omniscience Thus Omniscience being contrary to (incompatible 
with) Spcalcrslnp, the presence of one would mean the absence of the other, 
due to the non-apprehension of its Cause So that our Reason is not * In- 
conclusive — Tlus Reason, ' Speakership ’ is implied by the term ‘ adt ’ 
in the sentence 1 one who has the characters of being knowable, cognisable, 
etc etc ’ (under Text 3X57) ” 

This is the view anticipated in Texts 3359-3360, and answered m Texts 
3361-3362, as follows ; — 


TEXTS (3359-3362) 

In this matter, the * Speakership ’ op the Lord being implied by 

THE FIRST WORD UTTERED BY HlM, A CERTAIN PARTY THINKS THAT 
THERE IS AN INCOMPATIBILITY BETWEEN SUCH ‘ SPEAKERSHIP ’ 

and ‘ Omniscience and hence concludes that there can 
be no Omniscience ’ , because there can be ‘ speakership ’ 

ONLY WHEN THERE IS ' CONCEPTUAL CONTENT ’, WHILE ONE COULD BE 
‘ OMNISCIENT ’ ONLY IF THERE WERE NO ‘ CONCEPTUAL CONTENT ’ , 
AS A MATTER OF FACT, (HE URGES) AN ENTITY IS NEVER APPRE- 
HENDED by a Cognition associated with Verbal Expression. — 
As regards this reasoning also, those who think that the 
Speakership ’ of the Omniscient Person follows from cogita- 
tion AND THINKING, DO NOT ADMIT THE OMNISCIENT PERSON ON 
THE GROUND OF HlS BETNG A ‘ SPEAKER ’ , NOR ON THE GROUND OF 

His conceptual knowledge , in case, however, there is no 

' Conceptual Content ’, there can be no * Speakership ’ 

(3359-3362) 


COMMENTARY 

Some people hold that the 1 Speakership ’ of the Lord is due to the 
appearance of the ‘ Conceptual Content ’ , while others are of the opinion 
that, on account of previous impetus, the Lord proceeds to speak oven 
without any conceptual idea 

Under the former now, if what is meant to be pro-ied is that ‘ there can 
be no Omniscience during the conceptual state ’, than the argument is super- 
fluous , because these people themsehes admit that in the conceptual state, 
the Lord is not omniscient —If, on the other hand, what is meant to bi 
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at all I for the simple Z2 Tat * f ? T ^ *« * »° «»*4 
tlmt could prompt the Speaking -(3359 3362) ^ “ ”° ConCephml °° ato nt 

Lord ,« not onu„sLnt,-thcn His ZrtsZaM be T 

is not omniscient, end as such, not reliable ” y 8 who 

Tho answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3363-3365). 

EVVS S0 ’ IT CAtW0T BB W*» TO REGARD as WORDS AS THOSE OTTERED 
BY ONE WHO IS NOT-OMOTSOIENT, BEOAUSB HlS NON-OMNISCIENCE 
HAS BEEN DISCARDED BY HlS OMNISCIENCE , HENCE THEBE SHOULD 

be agreement, For instanoe, having experienced heat, one 

SPEAKS OF IT [AND THIS SFEEOH IS RECONCILED, IN AGREEMENT, WITH 
THE PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE OR COGNITION] , FROM THIS THEBE IS NO 
DISAGREEMENT WITH THE REAL STATE OF THINGS, BECAUSE THE 
SPEECH IS THE OUTCOME OF THE DIRECT COGNITION OF THOSE 

things Thus then, at the time when the Lord is omnisoient, 
the Reason adduced by the- other party is not present, 

AND AS REGARDS THE TIME OF ORDINARY USAGE, HIS ARGUMENT 
WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS — (3363-3365) 


COMMENTARY. 


Though at that time tho Lord is not omniscient, — yet that does not 
moan (hat His words are such as have been uttered by one who is noi-mmu- 
scicnl , — \i hy ? — because this non omniscience has been set aside by Omni- 
science It is on tlus account that the Words in question become reliable 
also, — having been prompted by the Conceptual Content brought about by 
the force of tho Cognition of the Omniscient Person, and therefore 
connected, indirectly, with tlio real state of things , this reliability is just 
like the reliability of the Inferential Conception 

An example is cited m support of the said idea — ‘ For instance, etc etc ’ 

' Tasmal ’ — from the speech coming after the experiencing of heat 
> The speech is the outcome, etc etc ’ — i e because the Conceptual Content 
has been brought about, indirectly, by the direct cognition of the Heat. 

The following might be urged— “ If the Omniscient Person has Concep- 
tual Cognitions, then there is likelihood of His being mistaken, because, 
by its very nature. Conception la mistaken, wrong, because it appears ss the 
Cognition of a thing as what is not that thing” , . 

Tins is not so The Lord could be mistaken, only if He did not know 
the distinction between the Seal and the Imposed (Unreal) As a matter of 
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fact, however. He recognises the object of the Conceptual Cognition as only 
imposed (unreal), while He looks upon the real external object, — which is 
envisaged by the Non-conceptual Cognition, — as something quite different, 
and real , how then can He be said to be 1 mistaken ’ ? 

“ IS He is not mistaken, why does He impose (fancy) things during 
the conceptual state ’ ” 

Not so ; because He is cognisant all the time of the means whereby 
speech is prompted As a matter of fact. He does not perceive anything 
else, — apart from the imposing conception — as prompting the speech ; — 
nor does He apprehend any other connotation of the Words, apart from what 
is imposed ; hence, knowing the means whereby speech is prompted, He 
takes pity on the world, and, without expounding to others the things as He 
has actually perceived them, He cannot sit idle , and being urged by the desire 
to expound them. He creates the imposing conception, — as the means 
prompting speech, — as also the imposed, in the shape of the connotation 
of Words 

All this objection the Author will bring up later on and answer it We 
have introduced it m the present context, because it had some bearing upon 
it 

For the same reasons, it cannot be right to regard the Omniscient 
Person as affected by Loie, on the ground of His speakership Because 
speech can proceed from other causes also Speaking, Movement and such 
actions are not always due to Love, etc. , they are due to the mere desire 
to speak , and this Desire fo speak is possible also m the Person devoid of 
Love, being due to His mercy Hence the Reason adduced is not true 

“ Mercy itself is only a form of Loie ” 

Not so , because Mercy does not bring about any undesirable effects ; 
while Loie has been described as that attachment of the mind which apper- 
tains to things beset with impurities, and which vindicated by the notion of 
‘ I and * mine ’ and of one’s ‘ lasting happiness * , while Hate is the desire to 
harm, against anything that injures the ‘ me ’ and • mine ’ and the notion 
of ‘ I ’ and * mine ’ is sheer delusion , not so Mercy , because Mercy appears, 
oven without any notion of ' I through the repeated perception of parti- 
cular forms of Pam and Suffering It is on tlus ground that the Scriptures 
have asserted that Persons free from Love and Attachment are moved bv 
nnd other fed “8S that are based entirely upon Vharma, et c — 


The following might bo urged-” If we had wanted to prove only that 
the knowledge of all things is not always present before Him, then perhaps 
our argument m.ght have been superfluous seeking to prove what is alreadv 
" A ° " lnnttor of fact however, what we mean to prove » the fact 

hat Ho docs not possess the cnpaciti to know ,n detail the truth relating 
to all things , hence our reasoning is not superfluous . nor is our Reason ‘ I„ 
admissible , because what our Reason means is tlie capacity to use ” 

The answer to this is a* follows 

4S 
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TEXTS (3366-3367) 

Even if von deny the capacity to know ail things, your reason 

STILL REMAINS OPEN TO THE CHARGE OF ITS PRESENCE IN THE CON- 
TRARY OF THE PBOBANDUM BEING DOUBTFUL — EVEN IF YOU 

wish your Reason to consist nr the capacity to me, 

THE SAME DEFECT, OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ITS PRE- 
SENCE IN THE CONTRARY OF THE PftOBANDUM, 

persists — (3366-3367) 


COMMENTARY 

In both eases there is nothing to set aside the possibility of the presence 
of the Reason m the contrary of the Probandum , and this doubt renders 
the Reason ‘Inconclusne ’ — (3366-3367) 

Other Buddhists have held that words proceed from the Blessed Lord, 
even without conceptual content with reference to this view, the Author 
says — 


TEXTS (3368-3369). 

■Even when Taym (Buddha) is free from Conceptual Content, 
His Teachings go on under the force of the initial momentum, 
—in the manner of the revolutions of the wheel ,— even 
against the wise men who hold this view, theabgd- 
ment of the other party IS of no avail — (3368- 
3369) 

COMMENTARY 

, f pater’s wheel, eien after the turmng by the stick 

In the case of the Pott o{ {ho mon , e ntum un- 

lias ceased, its revolution continues u B!eosed ^rd, even after the cessation 
ported to it , similarly in the case Teaching goes on under the 

of the entire web of conceptual content, ^Sis £ ^ 

force of the momentum ongina 3 JP ‘ ‘wise men’— ie the 

Such IS the view that lias been held by som 

.i». ». *»•»» •*-* » ,b * oppo ”‘ 

cleorlv * inadmissible ’.-(3368-3363) 

, ^ “ Under the view just referred to, every 

The following might be urged nsl0n (Idea) , hence there can 

thing is a mere reflection of one own PP ^ ^ fflan > m fnc t, even when 
be no real * speakership ’ at all m 3n another man , so that 

he does not speak, the reflected ttot on appear ^ ^ to rd 

the person remains the domuiatmg^nse. onO , speakership that 

him as the ’ speaker ’ . «R (£or M a bemg 
has been adduced hj us as 
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either the Reason or the ‘ subject ’ of our reasoning is not m accordance 
with our own doctrine, but m accordance with the popular notion of things 
Consequently there can be no ‘ Inadrmssibihtv ’ m the Reason adduced by 
us” 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXTS (3369-3370). 

The ‘ SPEAKERSHIP ' THAT IS POPULARLY CONCEITED BY MEN, — IF THAT 
IS PUT FORWARD AS THE REASON, THEN IT WOTJXD RE OPEN TO THE 
CHARGE OF HATING ITS PRESENCE IN THE CONTRARY OF THE 

Pbobandum possible — (3369-3370) 

COMMENTARY. 

Here, also, its exclusion from the contrary of the Probandum being 
doubtful, the Reason becomes * Inconclusive — (3369-3370) 


The following Text clarifies that ‘ Inadmissibility ’ which the opponent 
has urged against the doctrine of the Idealist • — 


TEXT (3370). 

“ When the doctrine in question has no reason in its support, 

— WHAT SORT OF ‘ INADMISSIBILITY ’ WOULD THERE 
BE IN BEGARD TO IT ! ” — (3370) 


COMMENTARY 

The opponent argues as follou s " Only those arguments m support of, 
or against, anything, aro admissible which set forth ideas accepted with 
certainty of conviction bj both parties,— not what 1 = not accepted by cither 
Pa ^j t ° r " hnl 15 fioubtfu ’ ’ demise arguments of the latter sort would 
need further arguments in support of them Vilien, thus, the doctrine of 
, 0 IdeB " st 13 °no is not vouched for by any Means of Right Cognition, 
low can Inodmissibihti be urged (against any Reason urged against it) ’ A 
cone iision does not become vitiated b\ tlie arbitrary assumption of nd- 
>m i it;, or uuidmi^ibility , it is effective only when these ore vouched 
or j proofs , and os a matter of fact the doctrine of Idealism has not been 
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established bj any Means of Right Cognition , m fact it has been reiected in 
dotail” —(3370) 


The answer to the above is as follows — 


TEXTS (3371-3373) 

Own answer is as follows — If ' Speakership ’ by itself, is meant 
to BE the Reason, then it is one whose substratum is mlnown — or 
its ' Inadmissibility ' is suspected In fact, the exact con- 
notation OF THE WORD BEING DOUBTFUL, THE FACT REMAINS 
THAT IT IS ONE WHOSE ' INADMISSIBILITY ’ IS SUSPECTED 

Consequently, if you have to urge such an argument, 
you can do so only as a Hednctio ad absurdum — And 

IN SUCH AN ARGUMENT WHAT HAS TO BE URGED MUST BE 
WHAT IS KNOWABLE ONLY FROM THE SCRIPTURES (OF 
THE OTHER PARTY) , AND THERE CAN BE NO OTHER 
MEANS OF PROVING ITS EXISTENCE — (3371-3373) 


COMMENTARY 

There are only two alternative views possible— (I) ‘speakership’ may 
be a Reason, independently by itself-^r (2) it may be m the nature of a 
Seductw ad absurdum -Under the former view, the substratum of the 
qualification would be « unknown ’ , hence the Reason would be 1 ’ 

‘inadmissible If the Bubstratum is meant to be, not qualified, bntm 
—TZven so, until the ‘speakership ’ has been proved to the satisfac 
f ’ ther paT t, y xts admissibility roust remain doubtful, in 

accordance with the principle that a reason can prove a conclusion only when 
it is itself admitted by both parties 

•Asya ’-i e of ' speakership^ tha t what you 

Thus m order to avoid this » ds thjs Se . 

I.-™ ■■ ™i.- «- 

.d “ J) „ a „ too«.bk «Ur »« 

rsr’t'K 

6 ” ,h 

lh0 aut hor’a position and pomt out that 
The following Texts sum up t0 the real state of things 

the assertions of the opponents are cent 
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TEXTS (3374-3377) 

When reasons such as * Being known ‘ Being an entity ’, ‘ Being 1 

AND SO FORTH ARE INCAPABLE OF SETTING ASIDE THE OMNISCIENT 

Person, — who is there who will not admit His existence i 
— Thus no reason, either temporal or scriptural, that the 

UPHOLDER OF THE VEDA CAN HAVE IN HIS MOUTH, IS CAPABLE OF 
REMOVING THE POISON OF THE AWFUL SERPENT IN THE SHAPE 
OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE Shakyct — In FACT, THE FEEBLE AND 
DULL-WITTED BrIHMANA, EVEN WHEN MERELY GLANCED AT BY 
THE POISON FROM THE EYES (OF THAT SERPENT), BECOMES UNABLE 
EVEN TO BREATHE, — WHAT TO SAY OF SETTING IT ASIDE 1 ANY 
REASONING, EVEN WHEN SOUND, BECOMES UGLY IN THE MOUTH OF 
THE VedIC SCHOLAR, — ON ACCOUNT OF ITS ABUNDANCE IN A LOWLY 
SUBSTRATUM , JUST LIKE THE STRING OF BEADS PLACED AT THE 

FEET —(3374-3377) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Who will not admit Hts existence *’ — i e as ‘a possibility That is to 
say, when the mere absence of proofs to the contrary establishes that possi- 
bility — Tins matter may rest here 

There is no wonder that the unsound reasoning appearing in the mouth 
of the Vedio Scholar does not shine , what is strange, however, is that even a 
bound reason when asserted by you, fails to shine, on account of tlio defective 
character of its substratum — (3374-3377) 

Question — ‘ How so » ’ 

Answer — 


TEXTS (3378-3379) 

He CANNOT ASSERT EVEN THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE CONCOMITANCE 
BETWEEN Smole AND File BECAUSE, UNDER HIS VIEW, Smoke EXISTS 
ELSEWHERE ALSO , IN FACT, BEING OF THE ONE UNIFORM NATURE 
OF ' ENTITY ’, IT EXISTS IN THE OCEAN ALSO ; AND IF FlRE 
EXISTS THERE ALSO, THEN WHERE WOULD THE absence 

(or THE Peobans) lie 7 — (3378-3379) 

COMMENTARY 

That the birth of Smoko is related to Fire, and that it is invariably 
concomitant with Fire is known oven to the veriest cowhord , and yet you 
,’1 e-cnbing the whole world as reallj one and uniform m the shape of 
Lntiti . are unable to saj that Smoko is infallible m its concomitance 

m wnWrTils^™"" 0 Und ° r '°™' Vle "’ ,n tho form of ‘ Entity ’> it is present 
“ E\«?n so there would lx* 


concomitance with Fire.’* 
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Answer —‘If Fire exists, etc etc'— If it is admitted that, under the 
principle of all things being one and the same, the Ocean is of the same nature 
as Fue,— then, m the proving of Fire, Water could not be regarded as that 
where the Probandam (Fire) is Inown to he absent , and thus there being nothing 
where the Probandum is absent, on what basis would the Probans, Smoke, 
be non-existent where the Probandum is absent ’ — (3378-3379) 


TEXT (3380). 

Why should hot then there be recognition of the form axii of the 
effects of Pise to Water also * — The only other alterna- 
tive IS THAT THE NATURE OF THE TWO THINGS BEING 
DISTINCT, THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THINGS 
MUST BE REAL — (3380) 


COMMENTARY 

If the view is that Fire is really present in Water, — then why is there 
no recognition of the form of the Fire m Water,— or the recognition of its 
effects, m the shape of Burning, Cooking and the like * 

If !t is said that some sort of difference is also accepted,— then the 
answer is that * the only other, etc etc'— This has been discussed m detail, 
under the chapter on SySdvada So it may be allowed to rest here.— (3380) 


It has been argued by the opponent under Text 3168, that “ The man who 
assumes the existence of the Omniscient Person knowing ah «ungs through 
a single means of cognition may himself apprehend all things bke teste, 
odour and the rest through the eyes alone ” 

The answer to this is as follows 

TEXTS (3381-3389) 

" « ■" « jr.“ ™ »..>»« 

OF THE nnrwrnnxs UNDE® THE CIRCUMSTANCES, HOYT 

W said Person should cognise T a®, 

can it be asser f pj3GAKDS Mmia i Cognition of things 

ETC THROUGH THE Ey b ejjN accepted, without 

uke Coloot and THE ’ ^ _ IN rAC r, it is on the basis 

dispute, even bt ^ Remembrance of Colour 

of THIS MENTAL C °®™ ^ T0 BE PRODUCED -POTINC 

AND OTHER THINGS HA * , G mtl0rl & THE SHAPE OF THE 
Dreams amo, ®e bB “JSmJSbb then, the Omniscient 
apprehension OF all thk of Me „,ai Cognition, the 

•Person being postdated on the 
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SCOPE OF WHICH IS NOT EESTHICTED, — HOV COULD He COGNISE 

Taste, etc. through the Eye * This objection might apply, 
if He -were held to know all things through the Eye itself. 
As a matter of fact however. He does cognise Taste and 
other things collectively, through the Hind. — Even in cases 

WHERE SOME SUPERIOR PECULIARITY IS FOUND {lN THE COGNITIONS 

of the Omniscient Person), in regard to t he perception of 

SUBTLE AND REMOTE THINGS, — IT IS ALT. WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE 

said Mind and Mental Concepts and it is not due to the 

FUNCTIONING OF THE AUDITORY ORGAN ON Colour , ALL THESE 
UNDESIRABLE CONTINGENCIES THAT OTHER PEOPLE HAVE URGED 
AGAINST US ARE NOT APPLICABLE TO US AT ALT. , BECAUSE ALT. THE 

superiority and peculiarity lies in the mental cognition ITSELF, 

AND IT DOES NOT LIE BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS COGNITION. THUS 
THEN TOR US, THE THINGS THAT WERE COGNISED IN THE PAST BY 

certain Means of Cognition are precisely the same that a he 
COGNISED NOW BY THE SAME 3IEANS OF COGNITION (3381-3389) 


COMMENTARY 

If it had been held (by us,) that the \ usual and other Sense-perceptions 
apprehend all Hungs, then there might have been room for the objection 
that nas been urged As a matter of fact, however, when we postulate the 
Omniscient Person we do so on the basis of the fact that at one and the 
same time He knows all tilings through Mental Cognition,— which apprehends 
all entities, and which is as good as Perception, on account of its distinctness 
mid its being m agreement with the real state of Hungs,— real Mental Cognition 
having been brought about by the Practice of Meditation upon the Truth 
relating to the impermanent and other characters of all things, and we 
do not hold that Ho apprehends all tlungs through the Visual or other Sense- 
perceptions 

It cannot be right to assert that— “Mental Cognition is not known to 
apprehend all things” Because >ou have yourself explained that there 
is Remembrance of Colour, Sound and other things, and Remembrance is 
certain!! a Mental Cognition —Then again, it is a well-known fact that 
”, ™ 3 ’ ‘ hree Is of Colour and other things; so that the denial 

'L' " lm Po^ble Consequently, the peculiarities m the 

Co!m ( nn c 7 0m r ,ent PerSOn fal!mg ' ve!1 ™ thui the scope of Mental 
33S9) ’ " " >0U h0AQ Urged d °c s “ot affect our position at all -{3381- 


npprehondTnlf t vT Wh ° b ° !ds tIi0 VIew ' that the Omniscient Person 

them- i- nSS i 5 ^ erce P uon through the Eye and other sense-organs 
hnvm~ bren~ e%Ln ' ^ OT , lUS view ’ ali notions and impressions of disabilitv 
XTrt/ CQ?nlUQn ' b — applicable to all thmgs ank 
P 1 ng, qs it is only the said Disability that goes to 
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restrict the scope of cognmons When therefore that ; , 

wTZ ri d there be an r re3triction -p- -;:?coi;; 0 ^ 

Wtth this opinion m wen-, the Author makes the folio .ung Muom-m - 


TEXTS (3390-3392) 

Or, am, Cognition, when- pure, would as a rule apprehend ill 

THINGS , THOUGH IX A CEETAI}- CASE, THERE MAY BE *OM£ PECrUAFlTY 

DT THE BESCLTAXT OF THE COGNITION'. OUR TO PARTICULAR CAUSES 

Foe es-statce the A malali 1 s fouxd to yield a smaller fpitt 

BECAUSE THE AMALAKl GROMTN'G IN' THE DESEET HA« BEEN" FOCKD 

TO YIELD A SMALL FRUIT IT DOES NOT XECESSAFILY FOLLOW 

THAT IT WILL ALWAYS. IX OTHER PLACES ALSO PPODUCE Il’tTT^ OF 

THE SAME SMALL SIZE — SDIILABLY, THERE IS THE ASSEPTIOK THAT 

Serpents hear through their eyes —Is fact, the capacities or 

ACTION BELONGING TO ALL THINGS ARE WONDEBFTL AND ANYTHING 

MIGHT BE POSSIBLE FOR THEM — (3390-3392) 

COM21EXTARY 

The nature of things is found to varv and become restricted under 
the influence of a variety of causes, it is not right therefore to deduce that n 
certain thing will always retain tliesame character that has been perct n rd in it 
once, eg on seeing that the Anofati fruits growing m deserts are ven Mnnlhn 
size, no sane man can conclude that in all places, — even though there ms\ 
be diverse causes operating, — thev would be the same — Henceil is quit'-po-- 
sible that even through the Eye , — as improved by the practice of Yoga.— n 
man may become able to ace all tilings Hence there can be nothin.- menn 
gruous in this possibility. — (3390-3392) 

It has been argued bv the other pjrtv und-r Ten HV>, tin 1 — 'The 
perception of certain things throne!. c-rtam causes in the pe-t wa- ew.tly 
as it is found to appear at the present time ’ 

Ths answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3393) 

Such an assertion can sound « ^ irocrrmsG rr-v 

ONE WHO HAS THE APPREHENSION OT ALL THINGS AT AIL THI 
THREE POINTS OF TIME, AS RESTRICTED in TH.tr 
CAPACITY — (3393) 


appear as 


COMMENTARY 

With (heir eipnavee n.' thi.s- 

restnetedm the desired manne, -(33 V 


-*io vh'itit fill tnr 
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TEXT (3404) 

Just as the capacity of the Ear and other Sense-organs in relation 
to their objects, becomes improved by special exercise, 
medication and other means, — so would be the 
case with the mind also. — (3404) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the potency of the sense-organs — Ear and the 
rest — relating to their objectives, becomes improved by particular exercises 
and by the application of particular unguents, etc ; and in the same manner 
it is quite possible that the capacity of the Mind also should become improved 
by certain special means — ( 3404 ) 

The following Test shows how the capacity of the Ear, etc is improved 
by exercise — 

TEXT (3406) 

For example, vultures are able to see things lying at a very 

GREAT DISTANCE AND PEOPLE ARE ENABLED TO PERCEIVE HIDDEN 
TREASURES AND OTHER THINGS BY THE USE OF UNGUENTS 
AND COLLYMUM WITH MAGICAL POWEBS —(3405) 

COMMENTARY 

The words People are enabled, etc ’ — point out the improvement caused 
by medication 

‘ Unguents, etc with magical powers' is construed with 'is seen' of the 
previous sentence, the Instrumental Ending connoting cause or instrument 
tality— (3405) 

Having thus shown that particular exercises and methods bring about 
an improvement in the powers of perception,— the author applies the same 
principle to the case m question . — 


TEXT (3406) 

In THE SAME MANNER, THROUGH SPECIAL EXERCISES, ONE WOULD BE 
ENABLED TO SEE THE CELESTIAL AND OTHER BEINGS, AS ALSO 
THINGS SUBTLE, HIDDEN AND SO FOBTH, — -IN ACCOBDANCE 
WITH ms OWN LIMITATIONS — (3406) 


COMMENTARY. 

■vJnJZhZ'' ?’ * C ’- There nro natural limitations as- 
f Uch tmd Buch G I*™" downw ards, not upv ards ’ and so forth , 
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and if, m accordance with such we]] -known limitations, people have the 
Cognition of the Maharaplas and other celestial Beings,— who can prevent 
it?— (3400} 


The following Text shows tlio superiority acquired by means of Mjstic 
I’mcticos — 


TEXT (3407) 

Through r articular practices or Yoga , tee mind or the Mystics 
and their Cognitions come to be of superior order 
There can be nothing incongruous in this —(3407) 

COMMENTARY 

If tho superior powers among men is domed on the ground that the said 
pi notices and medication, otc are impossible, — then such denial is entirely 
superfluous Tlus is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (3408-3409) 

If what you deny is the impossibility of the superiority of 
knowledge in oases where the said Practice and Meditation, 

ETC ARE ABSENT, -THEN SUCH DENIAL IS MOST IMPROPER AS 
IT IS ONLY NATURAL THAT WHEN THE CAUSE IS NOT THERE 

THE effect should not be there -Just as the 

KNOWLEDGE OF OTHER SCIENCES DOES NOT 
FOLLOW FROM THE KNOWLEDGE OF ANY 
ONE SCIENCE ONLY, -IN THE SAME 
manner, each STEP TOWARDS 
SUPERIORITY IS NOT GAINED IF 
THE CORRESPONDING CAUSES 
AHE NOT THEBE 


COMMENTARY 


■SW I"*?-****** C *T£ZZ been said by the other party 
This same argument leeptmn of Sounds, etc etc’- 

— M «« .! «- -* 
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It has been argued, under Text 3164, that — “ Similarly great superiority 
is found among men in the matter of scientific discussions, but that does not 
prove that the man is an expert in all sciences" 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3410-34X3) 

When the existence op the Omniscient Person is asserted, it is 

NOT ON THE BASIS OF HlS KNOWLEDGE OF ANY ONE PART OF THINGS, — 
IN VIEW OF WHICH THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE VeHA AND THE ALLIED 
SUBJECTS COULD MAKE HEAVEN, ETC PERCEPTIBLE TO HlM WHAT 
WE FIND IN Him IS A SUPEBIOR GRADE OF WlSDOM, MERCY AND SUCH 
QUALITIES BROUGHT ABOUT BY CONSTANT PRACTICE, — AND FROM 
OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THESE QUALITIES WE DEDUCE OUR KNOWLEDGE OF 

His other kinds of superiority also And as these are 

QUALITIES OF THE MlND, THERE IS EVERY POSSIBILITY OF THEIR 
RISING TO THE HIGHEST STAGE — LlKE THE CRUELTY (OF WICKED 
PEOPLE), THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THINGS REACHES THE HIGHEST 
STAGE, THROUGH CONSTANT PRACTICE , THUS IS THAT WISDOM ATTAIN- 
ED WHICH CONSISTS IN THE KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS , AND IT 
REMAINS INCOMPLETE WHILE EVEN A SINGLE THING REMAINS 

unknown — (3410-3413) 


COMMENTARY 


We do not accept the view that there is knowledge of all things, on 
the basis of the know ledge of n single thing, m view of which you has e asserted 
that 'merely that does not secure the knowledge of other sciences’ {Text 3164) 
What we do hold is that, through constant practice, the highest stages of 
wisdom are reached, and from that we gatlior that other kinds of superiority 
are also brought about by the knowledge of supersensuous things, through 
the rising grades of that same practice That this is so has been already 
proved before, it is further supported,— the argument being formulated as 

nmehre-l.lTc ^ rCaCh tholr hlghe,t sta P a thr ™gh constant 

nod IV J ^ hC C T y Rnd ° th ° r quahtles of the Vedie Sacrifice!® (?),— 

nnfnre of T ° ° f ^ ^ h ™ Ce th)a a Bcnaca, based upon the 

nature of things -The Reason adduced here cannot be regarded as 

ire’ ot A ’ Cm "° " hl0h » ‘bo comprehending of the 

T' Z X "TV a ' BCh ‘ tS h,gh ° St ^ " ltho '“ ‘bo knowledge of 

' n r" r ^ ^ an b ° rCFRrdcd aa ‘Wm>«,W e ’ on t!le ^nd 

m ;;r n , T P " nkn0mi ■ rt ha? a!re <«»- boon proi efLloro 

n detail that constant praet.ee is what is quite feasible -The word * Kaetha' 
is s;non\ mous with ‘highest stage’ — (3410-3413) 
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TEXTS (3414-3415) 

Tees again, the grains that originally grev, oot of the sffds of 

THE SAME KIND, TURN OUT GRADUALLY TO BE VASTLY SUPERIOR, 
THROUGH THE SUPERIOR TEEATMENT THAT THEY RECEIVE AND 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE Vnhl AND OTHER GRAINS, SO IN THE 

case of Mercy, Wisdom and other qualities also, 

IT IS QUITE POSSIBLE THAT WHEN THESE LATTER, 

ENDOWED WITH THE SAID CHARACTER, BEACH 
THEIR HIGHER STAGES, THEBE RESULTS 
omniscience, — (3414-3415) 


COMMENTARY. 

Or, the grains that originally grew out of the same kind of seeds nro 
found, on undergoing special treatment, to become vastly supenor, and just 
as this happens in the case of grains, so it does in the coso of the qualities 
of Mercy, Wisdom, etc also So this is a Reason based on the nature o£ things 

As before, here also the Reason is not ■Inconclusive or Inadmissible . 

‘‘ Earned nM. mid character’- i e originally growing out of the «nmo 
kind of cause — (3414-3416) 


TEXTS (3416-3418) 


T - wwrors THAT ABE LIABLE TO DETERIORATION IN THE FBISEW Ot 

™ “• "”r: 

^ -rv TOT CASE OF THE IMPURITIES IN GOLD — AHIIC 
—AS IS FOUND Hi TSE 0ASb 

— — — - 

all ENDOWED WITH THE S 0N mF . DLSTBUCTIO'. 

«■ — ° r ir ir ^ 

of these, Cognitions beco ' as ABr , nT „ T nr said 

possible FOR these, IS pQUAi.t.Y ro-sim.r 

COMMENTARY 

». «— “ 

opposites are hable to utte 
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highest stage of development, as is found to be the case with the impurities 
of gold, —Love, Hatred and the xest are found to deteriorate in the presence 
of the knowledge of ‘Soul-Iess-ness’ lienee this is a Reason based upon the 
nature of things —The Reason adduced cannot be regarded as Inadmissible , 
because it has been proved that the knowledge of ‘Soul-Iess-ness’ is destruc- 
tive of Love, etc —Nor ean the Reason be regarded ns ‘Inconclusive’ , because 
when the opposite of something rises to the highest point that thing cannot 
continue to exist Otherwise, if a thing w ere unable to entirely uproot another 
thing,— how could it bring about even a slight deterioration m this latter J 
For instance, the diamond, even when lying in the midst of flaming fire, 
does not undergo any deterioration at all — Nor can the Reason be held to 
be ‘Inconolusue’ on the ground of the impossibility of the opposite rising 
to the highest stage of development , because it has been already proved m 
detail, that such high development is quite possible 

Or, those things that axe liable to deterioration in the presence of their 
opposites, are likely to have opposites that are capable of utterly uprooting 
them, — as m the case of the impurities of gold,— the Afflictions and the 
wrong notions of knowahle things are liable to deterioration m the presence 
of their opposites, hence tlus is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 
Here also the charge of ‘Inconelusiveness’ and ‘Inadmissibility’ may be 
rebutted ns in the previous cases 

‘Adt’ includes the ‘wrong notions of action' — (3-41 G— 3418) 


TEXTS (3419-3420). 

In some oases, there is absolute deterioration of things that 

OBSTRUCT THE PERCEPTION OF TstJTH, AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE 
OF THE EXTERNAL AS WELL AS INTERNAL DARKNESS WHEN 
THERE IS DETERIORATION OF THIS, TRUE KNOWLEDGE 
APPEARS UNTRAMMELLED AND PROCEEDS TO APPLY TO 
THE WHOLE CIRCLE OF KNOWABLE THINGS — 

(3419-3420) 

COMMENTARY 

Or, things that servo as obstacles to the Perception of Truth are liable 
to absolute deterioration, — e g the external and nocturnal darkness, — and 
Afflictions and Wrong notions of things, etc ore obstacles to the perception 
of Truth so that this is n Reason based upon the nature of tilings 

That this Reason is not ‘Inconchisne’ is pointed out by the words — 
‘tcficn /here is deterioration of this, etc. etc ’ — 'of this ' — of the internal darkness 
(of Ignorance) — (3119 3420) 
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TEXTS (3421-3424) 

Or, those that subsist in a lasting substratum, hating come 

ABOUT IN IT SOMEHOW, AND — SO LONG AS THEBE IS NO FOBCE TO 
THE CONTRARY, THEY DO NOT NEED ANY FURT HER EFFORT TOWARDS 
BRINGING THEM ABOUT AGAIN, — THESE, BY THE EXCELLENCE OF 
THE TREATMENT THEY RECEIVE, BEACH THE HIGHEST STAGE OF 
TEBFECTION , — AS FOR EXAMPLE, THE PURIFICATION OF GOLD , — 
KNOWLEDGE, -MERCY AND SUCH QUALITIES ARE ALL OF THE SAID 
KIND , SO THAT WHEN THESE HATE REACHED THE HIGHEST 
STATE or PERFECTION, THERE IS BRILLLANT OMNISCIENCE — NOB CAN 

this Reason be held to be fallible false) m vjexv of the two 
cases of Jumping and IVotcrJieohng , because Jumping follows 

NOT FROM THE JUMPING ITSELF, BUT FROM STRENGTH AND EFFORT — 

(3421-3424) 

COMMENTARY 


Or if there ore tilings that subsist m a lasting substratum, and hare 
had some peculiarity produced ,n them somehow,-if there is no force to the 
contrary,— they do not stand m need of further effort for their produrtion 
nod if thev receive excellent treatment, they proceed to the highest stage of 
perfection, as is found m the case of the purification of Gold and such tlun^, 
— Knou ledge, Mercy and snob tilings (. e those under discussion) hare the 
character U desenbed-henoe this is a Besson based open the nature of 

things fallible, in ueia of the cases of Jumping 

r z I*.., o„ «». i.™ *■* .*« 

kind’ (see Text 3414) —This is , the jumping is not produced 

follow, not from the jumping itself, etc. etc. , 

bv the Jumping - does it proceed f” 

Question —“Fiona rrhat then ^ ^ e when there is 

Answer —'Jumping Proceeds f J pm „ lt does not come when 

Strength, and also effort, then ^"^nd^ort-have then capa- 

there is Jumping the Jumping also has its character 

cities restricted and * _ ,, 
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This does not affect our position What happens is that before the 
practice, the body was disabled by the presence of too much fat, and hence 
the same degree of Jumping could not be attained Subsequently however, 
by repeated effort, the said disability gradually disappears, and the Jumping 
is attained exactly in accordance with the man’s strength — That sueh 
is the case must be admitted , as otherwise, the Jumping would proceed from 
the Jumping itself, and m that case there could be no fixity in its degree 
of excellence — (3421-3424) 


Or, the Jumpmg also being dependent upon particular causes, there 
can be no fixity m its degree of excellence, and hence this case could not in- 
validate our Reason — This is what is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (3425-3427) 


Or, the Jumping also is something that is capable of reaching 

THE HIGHEST STAGE OF PERFECTION, WHICH WOULD PROCEED 

FROM ITS OWN CAUSES, THROUGH CONCENTRATED EFFORT AND 
STRENGTH THIS CAPACITY IS NAMED ‘MaNOJAVA 1 (MlND-FoRCE). 
It IS IN CONNECTION WITH SUCH CAPACITY THAT WE HEAR (AND 
READ) OF SUCH FACTS AS THAT THE LORD REACHES REMOTE PLACES 
BY MERELY THINKING OF IT — The MERE FACT THAT SUCH POWER IS 
NOT SEEN CANNOT PROVE THAT IT DOES NOT EXIST, NOR CAN THE 

Opponent put forward any reason that could annul such an 
idea —(3425-3427) 

COMMENTARY 


For instance, we also admit that, through Concentration of Mind and the 
use of great strength. Jumping reaches the highest degree of perfection, as 
instance, ue read of the Lord having the power called ‘Mind-Force’, 

T ° nC b “ 0meS BS Smft ln h,,i mowme nt as the Mmd. that 
is v hj It has been named Mind-Force’ 

Nor is there any reason annulling the possibility of this Power. 

rreatmconmiT" "On-porcepnon of it justify its denial, as in that ease, 
great incongruities -would result — (3425-3427} 


m tho'n^tlr nctun “ y <io0n thnt peculiar conditions are produced 
La thing m reaCh " VCTy ^ r ‘ 0r -cellenee; so that 

Blessed Lord' c ° u!d d « du ™ such perfect movement m the case of the 
cd 1 ’ ord ~~ Th,s » s "hat IS shown m the following— 

49 45 
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TEXTS (3428-5430) 

The young Baja-hamsa (Swan) is unable to move out op the house 

EVEN , BUT THROUGH PRACTICE, IT BECOMES ABLE TO GO BEYOND 
THE OCEAN ALSO JUST AS THIS MOVEMENT OF HIS IS THE RESULT OF 
THE EXERCISE OF THE PARTICULAR CONDITIONS OF THE RECEPTACLE 

(IE the Body), — similarly, why cannot similar, or even 

HIGHER, POWERS BE POSSIBLE (IN THE BLESSED LORD) « At THE 
PRECEDING STAGE OF THE ‘Bodhtsattva’, HOWEVER, He IS NOT ABLE 
TO ATTAIN SUCH POWER OF MOVEMENT , BUT THE GREAT SAGE WOULD 
CERTAINLY ATTAIN IT ON HlS BEAOKING THE HIGHEST STATE OF 

‘ Communion — (3428-3430) 


COMMENTARY. 

The young ono of the Swan, in the beginning, is unable even to go out 
of its nest, but later on, after even slight practice, its wings having grown, it 
flies even beyond the seas In the same manner, it is quite possible that other 
people, through the exercise of the conditions attaching to the body, attain 

similar process of movement . 

“That the bird is enabled to go to distant places, is due to the growth 

of wings, not to Practice" 

Even after the wrngs have grown, the young bird is not found to 
fly up into the air all on a sudden What happens is that when ,t begins 
to fly from one branch to the other of the tree, it fhes, at fir* . only to 
1 short distance, — then, bavmg got rid of all fear and doubt it fl.es 

remoter regions q{ ^ swan> aiter lt has acquired a part,- 

s , 

'Bodhtsattva', yet, when He attain 1 aeqU ire the movement 

-rs: -jESW’rrs;: 

related to the receptacle of a ^ o{ tha Practice by the young 

going very very far, -as is foun als0 13 capable of being related to the 
!wan,-the Practice this is a Reason based upon 

the nfdiue 0 of tilings —(3428-3430) 

It has been argued above 

The answer to this is 
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TEXT (3431) 

If a man is able to jump to the height of 15 feet, he could 

CERTAINLY ACQUIRE THE CAPACITY TO JUMP TO GREATER HEIGHTS, 
THROUGH SI MITA R MEANS — (3431) 

COMMENTARY 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Author’s Reason is not 
falsified by the case of the ‘Heating of Water’, because of the qualifying 
phrase ‘having a lasting substratum’ (in Text 3421) — 


TEXT (3432). 

While the Water is being heated, it is gradually undergoing 

DESTRUCTION (EVAPORATION), THUS THE SUBSTRATUM BEING NOT 
‘LASTING’, WHAT AND WHERE WOULD THE 'PERFECTION ’HE* 

—(3432) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question — “How is it known that Wisdom and other qualities have a 
lasting substratum ?” 

Answer — 


TEXT (3433). 

Of mental qualities, the substratum consists in the ‘chain of 
Consciousness ’ , and this never ceases to function through 
ITS CONNECTION WITH ITS RECEPTACLE — (3433) 


COMMENTARY 

'This * — i e The Chain of Consciousness 

'Function through, etc etc ’ — i e from functioning through its connection 
with its receptacle, m the shape of the Bodhisativa , because what is meant 
is n particular ‘Receptacle . 

' Vh , nt 1S meant 18 as follows .—It- lias been proved that there is another 
Rogion (Plano) , the Bodhxsatnas are persons thoroughly imbued with great 
1 *°™ y ’ * md thoy Ilvo for the sol ° purposo of saving all beings from the meshes 
o irt 1 and Rebirth; the ‘Cham of Consciousness*, therefore, that subsists 
in them is oil the more ‘lasting’ That ‘Chain of Consciousness’, on the other 
hand, which subsists m the Disciples is not so ‘lasting’ , because these latter 
enter into Ain Una sooner, and hence tlieir Mercy is not so intense. 
Winch fact lends them to make no effort to continue to live on (for the 
benefit of living Beings) — (3433) 
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Question How is the second qualification brought about some- 
how, under Text 3421} known to exist »” 

Answer — 

TEXT (3434) 

AS THE PLOW OP QUALITIES GOES OK APPEARING IK THE * CHATS 
OF CONSCIOUSNESS ’, SO IT GOES OK BECOMING MORE AND 
MORE LUMINOUS — (3434) 


COMMENTARY 

Question — “ How is this also ltnown ’’ 

Answer — 

TEXT (3435) 

This ‘Consciousness’ is of the same nature as the ‘perception 
of Truth', and hence it is luminous, by its very nature, 
because impurities are all held to be adventi- 
tious — (3435) 


COMMENTARY 

All this has been explained by us alreadt ,— that all these, Ilisdorn, 
Mercy and the rest, by their very nature, are of the same essence rs the 
Perception of r&oth, and as such they constitute the nature of OnWM 
It thus becomes established that, as these Wisdom, etc are of the \cr\ 
essence of Conaciousnesa-when the% have been once brought about, that 
continue to function automatically —(3435) 

Question -“How is it known that the second qunhficntion ‘ wliielii- of 
the same essence as the PercepUon of Truth belongs to Conscious 
Answer — 

TEXTS (3430-3437) 

—strutted to the cognition OF SOMETHIN 
If Consciousness w ould not re cogmstp, 

apart from itself, then, things Consequently 

there could be NO ^fn tially 

SOMETHING FREE B«1B TWU - 

(3436-3437) 

COMMENTARY 

{nrm 0{ Con«eiousne-< cm "'" in r ' b - 



cognition , this nas 
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were cognised by another cognition, then, as its own apprehension would be 
impossible, there could be no cognition of things Consequently 'self- 
illumination’ is the most important character of Consciousness This ‘self’ 
of the Consciousness is something entirely ephemeral , hence, by implication, 
it follows that Consciousness is of the nature of the ‘Perception of Truth’ — 
(3436-3437) 


The following might be urged — “Consciousness may be of the nature of 
the Perception of Truth, even so, inasmuch as things destroyed are liable 
to appear again, — all the Reasons that have been adduced are irresistibly 
Inconclusive’ ” 

The answei to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3433-3440) 

When, thus, the ‘Path’ has become identified with Him, there 

CAN BE NO SUPPRESSION OF IT BY LOVE, HATRED AND OTHER DEFECTS, 
SINCE THEY HAD BEEN ALREADY FEEBLE BEFORE The ‘PATH’ 
— -WHICH IS DESTRUCTIVE OF ALL DEFECTS, — HAVING BECOME 
THUS IDENTIFIED,— THERE CAS BE NO LOSS OF IT WITHOUT 
EFFORT, AND THERE CAN BE NO SUCH EFFORT, AS ITS GOOD 
POINTS HAVE BEEN PERCEIVED — THUS IT IS THAT Jma IS UNDER- 
STOOD to be the Omniscient Person adorned by a pure and 

FIRM HOST OF GOOD QUALITIES, WHOSE SOUL CANNOT BE SHAKEN BY 

the storm of Defects — (343S-3440) 

COMMENTARY 

Even before the identification of the ‘Path’, the impurities of Love, etc , 
alreadv feeble on account of their adventitious character, are unable to 
suppress that Path, lion then can they suppress the Path when it has become 
identified and absorbed? 

Further, when tho quality of the Mind has become absorbed it cannot 
lie reraov cd vv illiout effort, just as the cruel nature of the Vedic sacrifiror and 
the Demon ( ’) cannot ho removed Nor is it possible for any wise man to 
make an effort to get rid of \v fiat lias been found to be possessed of good 
qualities Why ’ ’ 1 — Because its qood points bare been perceived This lias 
boon already explained before. 

'Apakfula' is Defect — (3438-3440) 


Or again, tho character of ‘being an cntilj ’ and so forth, which you have 
put orvvnrd (under Text 3137 c( ecq ) as reasons for denting the existence of 
t io Omni'cient Person. — are themselves enough to prove His existence. In 
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‘ * WnaHe Co, 


TEXTS (3441-3443) 

T'“2° , :-' No ' so "'’ "■>»•”» ssr 

1 OID , Ao-SoUL AND the BEST ABE THE real 
FOEMS HAS BEEN’ FEOVED BEFORE HENCE 
AS ARISING OUT OF THE CONCEPTION OF 
REALLY EXISTENT THINGS, THE SAID 
CONCEPTION HAS BEEN MOSTLY 
REGARDED AS RIGHT AND 

valid —(3441-3443) 


COMMENTARY 

Tho principal argument to be expounded later on, may be formulated 
thus — Things that are possessed of the characters of ‘being entity’, ‘being 
cognisable’ and so forth are those that become clearly manifest in a angle 
cognition winch forms the highest stage of conception,— eg the loved 
woman, tho son and the thief who are conceived of by men who are obsessed 
by the feelings of love, etc , — all things are possessed of the said characters of 
'being entity’ and the rest,— hence this is a Reason based upon the nature 
of things — The Reason adduced here cannot be said to be ‘Inconclusive’, 
because whatever thing, real or unreal, is conceived of, is always found to 
bring about, at the culmination of the conception, the clear cognition of 
that tiling, e g the man in love has the clear cognition of the woman he 
loves , — all things are conceived of in their real form, for a long time, by persons 
who are absorbed in mercy, — hence this is a Reason based on the nature of 
things 

This shows that Conception is invariably concomitant with the resultant 
clear cognition 

Question — The clear cognition of things is independent of other things, 
how is it known, that the ‘Void’, ’No-Soul’ and the rest constitute the 
real form of things’” 

Answer — That the Void, No-Soul and the rest, etc etc.’— (3441-3443) 


The Author now proceeds to show that the cognition of tho ‘Void’ 
and the rest is vouched for by Perception itself 
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TEXTS (3444-3446). 

The cognition in question is vouched eor by ‘Perception’, because 

IT IS CLEARLY MANIFEST, AND IS IN KEEPING WITH THE SEAL NATURE 
OF THINGS , JUST LIKE THE APPEARANCE OF Blue AND OTHER THINGS, 
ARISING FROM THE CONTACT OF THE Eye AND OTHER SENSE-ORGANS 

The single clear appearance of all things in a single cognition 

IS QUITE POSSIBLE, — WHICH PLEASE UNDERSTAND , ALSO BECAUSE 
THINGS ARE SO CONCEIVED OF, LIKE THE WOMAN, THE SON AND THE 

thief. Conception too is not difficult to get at, as it can 

PRESENT ITSELF BEFORE ONE BY MERELY WISHING FOR IT — (3444- 
3446) 

COMMENTARY 


As it is clearly manifested, it cannot be merely fanciful, — as it envisages 
tilings vouched for b\ means of Right Cognition, it cannot be incompatible 
n itli the roalitj , lienee it must be regarded as a valid form of Perception, 
like tile Visual and other perceptions 

Thus it having been proved that it arises from mere conception and is 
dearly manifest, it also becomes proved that all things become clearly 
manifested simultaneous!} m a single cognition, and thus the Invariable 
Concomitance becomes established, and no get the Premiss that ‘all things 
can appear clearly m a single cognition at one and the same time’ — 
The argument maj bo formulated as follows —Tilings that are conceived of 
me capable of being clearly manifested in a single cognition,-* g tbo 
Woman and Other things, -all things are conceived of, -hence this is a 
Kcoson based upon the nature of things 

lw fiiri ■^ ea<50 * 1 cann °t be regarded as ‘Inadmissible’; — this is pointed out 
sentence-—* Conception too i« not, etc etc ’—That is, the possibility 

‘Inadmilble’ “73«S«S OVed h* 1 ”* ** C “ nn0t be regarded ** 


that thn ° st “ bl,shed tbe Invariable Concomitance by pointing out 

lion th a ™y°f tin, dearly manifested is connected with mere cone ep- 
aSmont “ n °" Pr ° Qeeds t0 P° int out the main purport of h,s 


•t it a. its (3447-3449). 

ovp'iw*. 111 REGARDED AS CLEARLY MANIFESTED BY THE 
Cr)M-i'p-rT KITI0N " TIUT EBPRESEN TS THE HIGHEST STAGE OT THE 
‘HEIN-o r .° X ’ BEBAUSE 0F SUCH REASONS AS ‘BEING ENTITIES’, 

* nTm™! AND TH:E like ' — I4NE the Beloved Woman 

Tn ~_ ' !S ‘- I ' ii L'-RLY, WHEN the CERTAINTY REGARDING A 
... 0F EEIKG PROVED by SUCH REASONS AS ‘BEING 

,. ’ ’ BEIS0 EXISTENT*, ‘BEING PRODUCED’ AND THE LIKE, — 

IERE into WILL SOT REGARD IT AS WELL-ESTABLISHED * 
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— Here then is fully established the existence of the 
Omniscient Pebson, who is the crest-jewel of all Suras and 
Asm as, and whose single cognition comprehends all that is 
KNOWABLE -(3447-3449) 

COMMENTARY 

Tho highest stage of the development of the Conception is represented 
by the cognition in question Even in the absence of co-ordination, the 
Balmvnht compound is based upon the sense of the u ords The meaning thus 
is that — all things are such as are clearly manifested m the single cognition 
that represents tho highest stage of the Conception — -And the Person in 
a hoso one cognition all things become clearly manifested in tins way is one 
'whose single cognition comprehends all that ts knowable', and who is ‘the 
crcsl -jewel of all Suras and Asuras'.—and this Person is thus proved to 
bo ' omniscient ' — (3447-3449) 


TEXT (3450) 

Dharma and other things most have been known to some Pebson, 

WITHOUT ANY VERBAL EXPRESSIONS,— BECAUSE THEY HAVE BEEN 
TAUGHT BY TRUTHFUL MEN, — LIKE THE PURITY OF GOLD AND 
SUCH THINGS — (3450) 


COMMENTARY 


0 „ 

based upon the nature of things —(3450) 


The following might be urged It is 
taught Dharma, etc after learning it from 
is futile” 

The answer to this is as follows 


possible that the Teachers have 
the Veda, hence your argument 


TEXT (3451) 

It HAVING BEEN PROVED THAT *HS ALREADY PROVED 
BEING, OUR ARGUMENT IS NOT E 0 TEACHING OF WHAT 

^ ^ i^C-OT BE ALWAYS TRUE -(3451) 

COMMENTARY 
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It might be argued that — “Teachings can be imparted at random, 
without knowing the tilings taught, so that your Reason is ‘Inconclusive’.” 

The answer to this is — ‘ Here random teaching, etc etc ' — It is not possible 
that anyone without know ledge, should go on talking, and that too against 
all forms of Right Cognition — (3451) 


TEXTS (3452-3453) 

The supersen suo us potency of Gestures, Magic Circles and Incan- 
tations TO CUKE THE ATTACK OF GHOSTS AND WITCHES, TO REMOVE THE 
EFFECTS OF POISONS , — ALSO THE SAGES AND Gantda AND SUCH 
BEINGS ; — IF THE CLEAR KNOWLEDGE OF ALL THESE THINGS 
BY DIRECT PERCEPTION, AS APART FROM WORDS AND 

Inference, did not belong to these Persons, 

— HOW IS rr THAT THEY HAVE SPOKEN OF ALL 

this i— (3452-3453) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, the knowledge of Incantations and other things as possessing 
the capacity to remove the effects of Poison, etc , — things that are entirely 
beyond the reach of the senses, — if these things were not directly known to 
Buddha and others, how is it that they have spoken of them ? This needs 
to be explained —-(3452-3453) 

"It may be that they have spoken of these things after having come to 
know them through Inference ” 

The answer to this is as follows • — 


TEXT (3454) 

His knowledge could not have been derived through Inference, 

AS THERE HAD BEEN NO PREVIOUS PERCEPTION, AND HENCE NO 
RELATIONSHIP WITH THE INFERENTIAL INDICATIVE COULD 
BE RECOGNISED. — (3454) 


COMMENTARY. 

Nothing can form the object of Inference of winch the relationship to 
the Indicative has not been recoded; and it is not possible to have anv 
efintto notion of the relationship of an> Inferential Indicative to a thing 
w Inch is entirely beyond perception —(3454) 
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TEXTS (3455-3457) 

»«• f’ot i,h Hi mmi, His kviayli-dge m iirAitixc it as asserted 

HV AM'H’f It !'! P-HN . AN Till CAM' or THE LITTER ALSO IVOHLD RE 

i'll \ to Tin ■-AH1 oriictions — X on can im coxforahty (or 
Till. Tpm HIM.) with tht REAL state or THINGS be merely Aera- 
te STM BlPAt-K TH! TEACHING IS AlOWrDLY IS REGARD TO 

l >}' trw r, iirsn it rci i.H not re attriulted to asy other 

'’"TIM . AMI IT l- IlMA AAHI.V SOMETH INC II VS REES DONE WITH 
\ 1*111 | PI ST 'IllTIM THAT M CII ‘aCCIDI NT’ MAY BE SUSPECTED, 
t it Wilt A A THIP'TV y AS IS I.OIAft 2\ SEARCH Or THE RIVER, — IF 
H) ( >\!1 . HV A TItrr, THAT CAS BE SAID TO BE ‘ACCIDENTAL’ — 

{.M’5-3157) 

COM M CXI AH Y 


U might l*" -lid tint— "Hi- hnow ledge ha- been domed from the 
a , „ r . , of mu, tie - )'< r-on” —But ti.nl cannot be right, ns the case of this 
,„,t. - 1-onhl to- or .1 to the -attic objections For nKtanco, the 

, „ ,i, r v*,r,„ j,ri’>'= It. ro «l-> H<«' <hd l1l o «*«* I x ’ r ' on ljlo ’ r ’ Zl 

,!> , „„ tov lime. \i it bout hnon lodge, if ho learnt it « 

* A1 vml W l*o nn infinite regress, thus there 

crj’itf. „ rc od— “ The Conformit J of the Teaching to the 

Tlio following might 1*0 nrgoG i 

r, ,1 • in’o of things might bo Jiutcl} J>' r * c ” " ^ ,__ Tbo compolin tl is to be 

The mi-" of »' ,t! ,lmt ~ ' Z , 'f orm ,l» is the character It is 

evpmmded a— that of which ^ " one to another thing that the 

onh when 'ho oftort n.ndo for one th, g w)lfin a man is going along 

conformity to tins latter may be occidental ^ tfee In the case 

m search of tlio r. Acr--.de, if ho <*»**■■ * t bK , n impftrt ed with any other 
quo-lion. hone % or, the Teaching jntTodnce d His teacliuig waththe 
motiAO, as the Blessed Lord hns clearj and then proceeded to 

"OOls-0 ».»*». 1 ^ZZnTmaZa and other matters, so that tf - 

” „ a_ jw is as follows 

*j nc answer to tn» 
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TEST (3458). 

Nos xa the Teaching the assertion op demented people with dis- 
ordered MINDS , BECAUSE IT IS POUND TO BE IN A REGULAR 
SEQUENCE AND IS AN EXCELLENT FULSTLLBR OP ITS 

PURPOSE. — (3458) 

COMMENTARY 

Demented persons with disordered minds cannot make any such long 
assertions as appear m well-ordered sequence, as a connected whole accom- 
plishing the purposes of man 

Thus it befeomes established that there has been some one who possessed 
the direct knowledge of Dharma and allied matters — (3458) 

The following might he urged — “It might have been established m a 
general way , but even so, what you. wished to prove was the fact that Buddha 
had the knowledge of Dharma , how is that proved*** ? 

In answer to this, the Author proceeds to show that the Blessed Lord 
did possess the knowledge of Dharma — 


TEXTS (3469-3461) 

When a Person who, intent upon the Truth, which is neither 

HEARD OF NOR INFERRED, EXPOUNDS IT,— SUCH AN EXPOUNDER 
MUST BE REGARDED AS ONE WHO HAS HAD DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF 

that Truth , for example, when the man who has actually 

SEEN WATER, POINTS IT OUT TO OTHERS THE GREAT SAGE, INTENT 

upon the Truth, has actually expounded, with hbm convic- 
tion, the Truth which had never been heard of or inferred, — 

raiOH IS BEYOND THE REACH OF THE SENSES, THE POTENCIES OF 
WUCH, LIKE THOSE OF GESTURES, MAGIC CIRCLES AND THE UKE, 
ARE NOT KNOWN TO OTHERS —(3459-3461) 


Truth, tenches the c, 1 ** tllU3 {ormulated ' One who, intent upon the 
must bo regarded ns Unheard of and un -inferred things, he 

things oa »).„ ® dlrect lv cognisant of the real essence of those 

others,— the Blessed LortH k*'™ 6 aCtually seen water > P omts lt out to 
Reason based upon the nature "»* Truths : -hence this is a 

Tho truthfulness of Mm rp...i . 

R«won cannot bo ga ,d to , hav “g been already established, the 

ns has been shown already -L l T V'” " * ' Inc °“ oWo ’- 
tho Probnndum is n resent » aU our EeaBOns 1110 Present wherever 

» ho Reason cannot be regarded as 'Contradictory*. 
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Parajilata, etc ' — The Gesture, etc whose potency is not known to other 
people -(3450-3461) 

It has been argued by the other party, under Text 3169, that— “Ei en 
when the superiority of knowledge proceeds very far, it can comprehend 
only a little more than others, it can never comprehend things beyond the 
senses” 

Die answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3462) 

Thus, when thebe is superior knowledge, and it proceeds on 

THE BASIS OF PROPER MEANS, IT CAN COMPREHEND ALL THAT 
IS MORE THAN OTHERS, — EVEN THAT WHICH IS BEYOND 

THE SENSES — (3462) 

COMMENTARY 

It lias been argued under Text 3170, that- "While the man is seated 
in a hut, the Sense-perception that he has has its range restricted within 

that hut, etc etc ” ’ 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3463-3464) 

When a man is seated in a hot, the sense-perception ™at ue h*s 
TO ANOTHER HUT;-AIL THIS YOU CODLDBN UJ * 

assert WITH certainty only 

be based 1 — (3463-3464) 
comsientary 

When you made this cflnno! 

sr^isrsiX-^ - - - - — — 

sensuous things —( 3463 - 3464 ) 

, -when we declare the incapacity of 
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examination of the ‘tekson of 

ceivmg things remote, concealed, etc -because they are human, because 
they are entities, because they are cognisable,— hke myself” 

The answer to this is as follows — - 


TEXTS (3465-3466) 


Ie you DEDUCE THE INCAPACITY OF OTHEB PERSONS, IN BEGABD TO A 
CERTAIN EFFECT, FROM TOUR OWN EXAMPLE, — ON THE BASIS OF SUCH 

REASONS AS ‘BEING HUMAN’ AND THE LIKE, — THEN YOU LAND 
YOURSELF IN ABSURDITIES — In THIS WAY, YOUR OWN 
STUPIDITY HAVING BEEN ASCERTAINED, — FROM YOUR 
OWN EXAMPLE, ALL LEARNED MEN MIGHT BE 
REGARDED AS STUPID — (3465-3466) 

COMMENTARY 

‘NtshchayV, ‘deduce’, is to be construed with ‘Itarye’, ‘m regard to a 
certain effect’ 

The Reasons cited are all ‘Inconclusive’ , as leading to absurdities — 
Because m this same manner, it may asserted as follows — 'AH men are 
stupid, becauso they are human, etc etc , — like yourself’ — And yet there 
can be no such deduction Because Dharma is not found in one man, it 
cannot he deduced that it cannot be found m any man, because men are 
found to be differently circumstanced — (3465-3466) 


As regards J}luparnn's assertion, quoted under Texts 3172-3173 — to the 
effect that — "AH men do not know all things, etc etc ”, — that also is a 
mere assertion made without reasons — This is what is pomted out in the 
following — 


TEXT (3467). 

As A MATTER OF TACT, THERE IS NO LIMIT TO THE KNOWLEDGE OF MAN 

Hence the statement in question is a mere assertion 
MADE WITHOUT ANY REASON — (3467) 

COMMENTARY 

Or, it may bo flint the statement made by ptuparna is in regard to 
men like ourselves, m that case, there bomg no incompatibility between 
, ' ,c " nnd our doctrine of the Omniscient Person,— it lias no bearing on 

tlio present discussion —This is what is pomted out in tho following— 
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TEXTS (3468-3472) 

Or, it may be that the statement made by 

“ NCE “ C " DULL-WITTED PERSONS 
TOOSE MINDS HAVE NOT BEEN PURIFIED — In SOTB0rt qi ’ 
POSSIBILITY OP THERE BEING AN OMNISCIENT PERSON, WE HAVE 
ALREADY STATED THE PROOP IN DETAIL .-ARGUMENTS TO THE 
CONTRARY BROUGHT FORWARD BY OTHER PARTIES HAVE ALSO BEEN 
REFUTED In FACT, EVEN IP THE PROOF IN SUPPORT OP HlS 
EXISTENCE HAD NOT BEEN PUT FORWARD, THE MERE ANNULMENT OF 
THE ARGUMENTS TO THE CONTRARY WOULD HAVE ESTABLISHED THE 
PROBABILITY OP HlS EXISTENCE BECAUSE WHERE NOTHING AGAINST 

A CERTAIN IDEA IS PERCEIVED, NOR ANYTHING IN SUPPORT OP IT, 

THERE ARISES A DOUBT REGARDING IT, WHICH INDICATES ITS PRO- 
BABILITY. IN PACT, IT IS ONLY WHEN THIS PROBABILITY IS THEBE, 
THAT THEBE CAN BE SUCH AN ASSERTION TO THE CONTRARY (MADE 

BY the Mimamsaka) as that— “it is by means op the Veda alone 
that Dharma can be known ” -(3408-3472) 


COMMENTARY 

' Smsaman ’ — People like — similar to — himself — (3468-3472) 

It has been argued, under Text 3174, that — “The capacity of Perception 
has never been found applicable to the future, etc etc 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3473). 

Even in regard to future things, the (UPAorry op Perception 

WOULD BE APPLICABLE, IN THE CASE OP MYSTICS,— AS HAS 
BEEN POINTED OUT IN THE CHAPTER ON THE THREE 

Points op Time ’ — (3473) 


COMMENTARY 

•As has tern pointed out m the chapter, etc etc ’-Tins is wlmt has been 
said under that chapter -All things, directly or indirectly, bear tocachoihcr 
rtf pfnifiB and effect, the Present thing-is always, direct h o 

1 LectlvThe effect of the Past, and the cause of the Future thing What the 
indirectly, If , „ th n „ j, y direct Perception, and thoroby 

Mystics do is to ^frf^Xy alec, on the basis of the ‘chain of 

said Perception. 
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EVAsrniATiov or the 'person of 

This is what has been declared m Tests 1853-1855 under the chapter 
on the ‘Three points of Time’— [For translation see, in loco, above] —(3473) 

The above is not accepted by the SautrantiLi (section of Buddhists), 
who hold that the Blessed Lord has the direct perception of all things Hence 
the Author sets forth the view of the Saulrantika m the following 


TEXT (3474). 

Ok, through the powers of Yoga, the mental Perception of Mystics 

WOULD CLEARLY ENVISAGE THE PAST AND THE FUTURE ALSO, 
INDEPENDENTLY OF INFERENCE AND THE WoBD. 

—(3474) 

COMMENTARY 

When one has a true dream, even though the cognition is object-less, 
vet it is there, independently of Inference and Word, — appearing through the 
peculiar nature of its substratum, and it is in conformity with the real state of 
things In the same manner, in the case of mystics, through the powers 
of Meditation and Communion, the Past and the Future thing becomes 
clearly perceptible, independently of Inference and Word This Perception 
is held to be a valid proof (of omniscience) — (3474) 

The following might be urged — “Perception has been held to envisage 
the Specific Individuality of things, there is no Specific Individuality that is 
Past or Future, then how can the knowledge of these envisage the Specific 
Individuality 

The answer to this is os follows — 


TEXTS (3475-3476) 

As APPREHENDING ITS OWN MANIFESTATION, IT ENVISAGES A Specific 

Individuality , and as envisaging a clear and distinct manifesta- 
tion, it is held to be Perception — Thus there is some 
ONE WHO perceives supersensuods things directly. 

And as there is no eternal Word, one does not 

PERCEIVE ANYTHIKG THROUGH THAT — 

(3475-3476) 

COJDIENTABY 

Though it is true that there is no Specific Individuality that is Past or 
1 uture, jot inasmuch as the cognition apprehends itself, it has been 
declared m the scriptures to be envisaging the Specific Individuality , hence 
there is no incongruity m this 
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And as this cognition is clear and distinct, and is free from conceptual 
content, and is in conformity with the real state of things, — it fulfills all the 
conditions of ‘Perception’, and hence it becomes established that it is 
Perception — (3475-3476) 

Not accepting this view (that the Lord has the direct Perception of all 
things), the Author asserts the following, m answer to what the other party 
has assorted under Text 3175 to the effect that — “He alone sees things who 
sees them through the eternal Word” — 


TEXT (3477) 


The wise men have declared that the knowledge op the Sage 

OP SUPERSENSUOUS THINGS PROCEEDS PROM THE INFERENCE 
STATED BEFORE, — NOT PROM ANT REVEALED 

Word —(3477) 


COMMENTARY 

The wise men-A e the Buddhists— have declared that the knowledge of 
supersensuous things, belongmg to the Blessed Lord, which direotlyenvisages 
all things, is brought about by the force of lua meditations, -through the 
aforementioned Inference, independently of the JlTast 

is itself based upon two invalid notions, etc etc 
The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (3478-3479) 

. T1Tl y-trj 7?-pf}VRD to the Composer 

Beginninglessness is hot asser __ fob TEE PURPOSE of 

or TO THE UTTERANCES *MANAT®G BELONGS 
PROVING THEIR VALIDITY, BE r0R INSTANCE, 

TO THE INVALID (WRONG) "^ ^ ALSO THE 

the Unbelievers and their words i * 

„ their EXPOUNDERS,— ABE NOI 

COMMENTARY 

. „ r\rtl as a reason for reliability, 
w we assert £ abs ence of the Probandum also, 

because such a reason, P 
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would be ‘Inconclusive’ Hence, the objection that you have urged has been 
urged by imputing to us a view that is not held by us — (3478-3479) 


Then again, it is you yourselves who assert the begmmnglessness of the 
Vedas and their Expounders as a reason for the reliabilty of the Veda, so 
that all the objections that j ou have urged are clearly applicable to you. — 
This is what is pointed out m the follow mg — 


TEXT (34S0) 

In fact, the begmmnqlessness of the Expounders and of the Eternal 
Sentences that is asserted by you for the purpose of proving 

THEIR RELIABILITY , IS DENIED BY US AS A SHEER COUNTER- 
BLAST — (3480) 

COMMENTARY , 

The compound is to be expounded as— 'The expounders’ and ’the 
eternal sentences’ ‘Expounder’ stands for those who expound the meaning 
of the Vedas — (3480) 


Question — "How is the Beginmnglessness denied’” 
dnsucr — 


TEXT (3481) 


The Expounders stand on the same footing as the Composers , and 

DEPENDENT UPON THEM IS THE RELIABILITY OF THE VEDAS , BECAUSE 
THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE MEANING OF THE VeDAS IS DERIVED 
FROM THE EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED BY THE SAID 

Expounders —(3481) 


COMMENTARY 


'Dependent upon them '— i e upon the Expounded 
“How so’” 


evnln Be ? U ' e ta ?” led e B of tho m«ming of the Vedas is denied from the 
1 l °R' provided bv those Expounders,— therefore the validity and 
Pelinbilitv of the \ edas are dependent upon those persons —(3481) ' 

Question — “Wlmt is the harm if that is so 
-lnstrer — 


50 
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The following might be urged — “Hon is it known that the Lord Himself 
expounded the Dharma V’ 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3486) 

That is described as 'Dharma' by all wise persons from which 
follows ‘Prosperity’ and the ‘Highest Good’. — (3486) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ The Highest Good ’ — ‘follows from which’ — such is the construction 
‘Prosperity’ is Happiness, and 'Highest Good’ is Final Liberation 
'This is uhat is described as Dharma ' — as is clear from the assertion (in the 
Taishesila-Satra) that ‘Dliorma is that from which follows the fulfilment of 
Prosperity and the Highest Good’ -—(3486) 

(Says the Opponent] — “It may be that Dliarpia is the means of accom- 
plishing Prosperity and the Highest Good, but how is the Word of Buddha 
the means of knowing Dharma , — by virtue of winch He should be recogmsed 
as ‘cognisant with Dharma' ?” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3487). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, WHEREVER THE RULES LAID DOW BY Hilt 
RELATING TO INCANTATIONS AND COMMUNION AND SUCH THINGS, ABE 

properly followed in practice, one becomes endowed 

WITH EVEN SUCH PERCEPTIBLE QUALITIES AS WISDOM, 
HEALTH, POWER AND SO FORTH —(3487) 


COMMENTARY 


The compound is to bo expounded as— ‘The rules relating to Incanta- 
tions and Communion’ which ‘hate been laid down bj the Blessed Lord’. 
The term 'yoga stands for Communion 

forth jln ' f * U< * tf>l>>9S ' 13 meant to mo!ude Gestures, Magic Circles and so 


‘Bren perceptible qualities’— i e 
onl> in the other regions, after death 
'cicn'. — (,i!S7) 


during the prosent life itself,— and not 
This is what is indicated by tho word 


Having tim, shown that the words of Buddh, 
Pro-pent} % the Author proceeds to show that thov 
to the ‘Highest Good’ — 


are conducive to 
are also conducive 
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TEXTS (3488-3494) 

EkOM THE REALISATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF TEE ‘SOUL-LESS-NESS OP 
ALL THINGS ’ AS TAUGHT BY HlM, FOLLOWS THE CESSATION OF THE 

whole mass of Afflictions due to the notion of things having 

SUCH EXISTENCE THIS NOTION OF THE REALITY OF THINGS APPEARS 
IN THE FOBS! OF ‘SELF 1 AND ‘THINGS BELATED TO THE SELT’, 
rr IS ONLY WHEN THEBE ABE NOTIONS OF ‘I* AND ‘JUNE’ THAT THE 

whole mass of Afflictions becomes operative — The said percep- 
tion OF ‘ SoUL-LESS-NESS ’ IS THE ENEMY OF THIS NOTION OF BEAUTY , 
HENCE WHEN THE FOBMEB BECOMES DULY ABSOBBED AND BEALISED, 
THE LATTER DISAPPEARS , THEREFORE THE ENTIRE MASS OF 
Afflictions DUE TO THAT NOTION OF REA LIT Y CEASES, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE ABSENCE OF ITS CAUSE , AND WHEN THAT CEASES, THERE IS 

no more Birth due to that Thus there being absolute 

LIBERATION FROM BlRTK, THIS STATE IS SPOKEN OF AS THE ‘FINAL 

Goal* Thus the perception of ‘Soul-less-ness’ is the door to 

Unrivalled ‘ Good’ —All other Pkilosophebs have held that 
Liberation follows from the cessation of the ‘I-notion’ , but 
d? there is a ‘Soul’, this ‘I-notion’ can never cease , because 
res efficient cause would always be thebe , so the objective 

OF TEAT NOTION TOO WOULD NOT BE ABROGATED IF IT WERE 
ABROGATED, THERE WOULD BE NEGATION OF IT, WHICH WOULD MEAN A 
COMPLETE VOLTE* FACE ON THEIR PART —(3488-3494) 


COMMENTARY 

T . fronted bv all that Liberation consists m the absolute cassation of 
, ?. ,, .j Rebirths But the only means of attaining this 

8 T S tbo Teach ngs o the Blessed Lord, as it is only her^nd no- 

oasts m the Teachings f he doeton0 o{ n0 Soul', which is 

ler0 , , 6 ’ ™ rrScUoL wSLe the source of ‘Birth and Rebirth , 

9 sol© destroy ,, j ^ false doctnne of the Soul 

„ « » — 

ms it M the word of the Bless mdl cator olDharma, 

— * - - - °- 

. the purport of the whole te^ 

The -« a “ n S4“ he j; r o ^ortha?Z mass of Afflictions arises from 

tic notion of the real “'" 'f ™ o/ thmgg , etc eh, ’-This bos been 
Anstesr -‘The notion of the reality oj 

dreudy explained by us before a nses from the notion of the 

Question the mass of M by the perception of 

reel existence of things, even so, how 
1 Soul-less-i 
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Answer — ‘The said perception of Soul-less-ness, etc etc ’ — 'Notion of 
reality’ — i e the notion of existence; 1 e the idea that things are really 
existent — of this the ‘perception of Soul-less-ness’ is the ‘enemy’ — 
opponent — This also has been already explained by us before 

'The former' — i e the Perception of ‘Soul-less-ness’, — the latter' — ie 
the notion of the real existence of things 

'Due to that'— due to the notion of real existence 

‘ On account of the absence of its cause' — i e on the cessation of its cause 
in the shape of the notion of real existence 

' IV hen that ceases’ — 1 e when the mass of Afflictions disappears 
‘Due to that' — i e due to the Afflictions 

‘ There is no more Birth' , — when the cause is not there, the effect cannot 
appear, if it did, it would do so without cause 

‘Absolute libera'ion from it’ — i e from the Afflictions or from Birth, 
there is absolute liberation, there being no more Birth , as it has been 
declared that ‘Final liberation consists m absolute emancipation from it’ 
Says the Opponent — “Under other systems also the Perception of Truth 
has been held to be the means of ‘Highest Good’, and the ‘Ten Noble Paths’ 
also have been laid down as leading to ‘Prosperity’ Why then should the 
doctrine of Soul-less ness bo the only w ay to Liberation 9 ” 


The answer to this is as follows — ‘All other Philosophers etc etc — For 
instance, all ‘thought phases’ having their source m the ‘/-notion’, there is 
Liberation on the cessation of this notion, — on this point nil men seeking 
for Liberation are agreed This cessation of the ’I-notion’, however, is not 
possible under the other philosophical systems, as they ore all obsessed 
with the false notion of ‘Soul’, and this notion of ‘Soul’ is the very root 

of the 'aid I notion’ So long ns this ‘Soul’ is there obsessing the men, 

and tills, ill Its perfect state is the cause of the ‘I-notion’, — and its own 
objective, in tile shape of the ‘Soul’ has not been abrogated, — how could 
the said I notion’ cease ’ — This has been thus declared — ‘So long as the 
Jtind is beset with the /-notion, the senes of Birth and Rebirth does not cease 
and so long as the idea of the Soul is them, the /-notion does not cease, 
there is no other Teacher except Thsself, who teaches the doctrine of no- 
sont hence there is no other Path I o Peace except the one declared by Thpe ’ 
The mason for this lies m the fact tint the properties of the Hind cannot be 
pu cd out like thorns and thrown away, they hate arisen from tile wrong 
notions of things a „d as such they automatical^ coase on the cessation of 
their cause in the shape of the said wrong notions 

It might be argued that — ‘tile Yogm does abrogate it” 

em^ilr nn ^ r t0 llmt IS— ' 'V ,f were abrogated etc etc ’—If the ‘Soul’ 
‘it does f C repudiated), ,t could be repudiated onh ,n the word- 
fet’ r, " 0thcnvi ^’ there would be no point m repudiating .1 
• , , m-ing accepted the ’Soul’, one were to repudiate it ns the 

tion Of 1 time a" T* ’T' dmt,on would because the repudm- 

could lx- no 1 T r n °i ° r thC pur P° sc of abandoning it , and no abandoning 
ilr ' , ^ ,° Ue r ° gardS as ^-lasting self, hence .hr sj 

i u useless Xor can those other philosophers repudiate 
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,i * ? *» « «» 

pi... »>»-*» „ .hjp.TMMw7»:,"'‘" , ' 4k " ~ * —• 

Further, there may be repudiation of ,t either as being the source of 

/ JZf °h “ 8 T 6thmg , 6!S8 ' 6V6n S ° there could bB ^ssat.on of the 
I-notwn whose so!e root lies in the notion of the “Soul’-This is «hat is 
pointed out in the following 


TEXT (3495) 

The notion ‘I am not’ cannot be bight ip the ‘I’ really exists 

Or KtSB, IT IS NOT TRUE ‘THAT ONE WHO KNOWS THE TlUJTH 
must ATTAIN Nirvana. — (3495) 

COMMENTABY 

‘jf am not’ — This idea that ‘I am not’ cannot bo right, — ‘if the I really 
exists — i e if the Soul exists 

Hence that your ‘knower of Truth’ attains Nmana cannot be true, 
because Liberation has been held to follow from the cessation of the 'I- 
notion’, and so long as the ‘Soul’ is there as the object of that notion, there 
can be no cessation of the ‘I-notion’, how then could there be Liberation ? — 
(3495) 

The following Tacts sum up the Author’s position — 

TEXTS (3496-3497) 

Thus then, under other systems, thebe is just a little 1 Welfare ’ 
(Prosperity) secured through the destruction or the ‘Ten 
Sins’, — the attainment of the Highest Good thebe is 

NONE IN THE LEAST AND THE BEASON FOE THIS LIES IN 
THE FACT THAT ATI, THESE ABE ASSOCIATED 1YITH THE 
NOTION OF THE ‘BEAL EXISTENCE (OF THE SOUL) 

AND HENCE THE BOOT OF THE AFFLICTIONS 
IS NOT BEHOVED — (3496-3497) 


COMMLNTAKY 

•Through the destruction of the Ten Sma’-Tbeso sms nre-(l) Killing of 
We, (2) Taking what has not been given (3) Indulgence in (^al)d^ 
(iJDisbonest&ilimnoOT^IS^l^ng'^^^^^ “ Q J WMng Knowledge _ 
coherent Talking, (9) , . Not Rav mg others, (2) Not giving, (3) 

Or they may be the (6) i n , unng others, (7) Neglect of 

Not serving, (4) Lying, (5) H Undue Desire —The 

study, (8) Faithlessness, (9) Mercilessness, and u 
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'opposites’ of these are the ‘Ten noble Paths’ — When these said ‘Ten sms’ 
ate destroyed, there follows Dispassion and thence the ‘Ten Noble Paths’. 

‘Just a little ' — Inasmuch os it is preceded by the aforesaid 'lolie face' 
— the man lapses away very quickly 

The ‘root of the Afflictions ’ is the notion of the existence (of the Soul) — 
(3496-3497) 

The superiority of the Lord’s Teaching is shown further, even though 
this also brings about Welfare (Prosperity) — 


TEXT (3498). 

On the other hand, the ‘Ten Noble Paths’ that have been taitoht 
by Taym (Buddha) are embedded in True Knowledge 

AND HENCE THEY ARE SUFFICIENTLY POWERFUL 

—(3498) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘Powerful’ — ns leading to lasting and excellent results — (3498) 

Question —"Why cannot the teachings of others also bo regnrdod as 
’powerful’?” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (3499-3600) 

Those others are clothed in the notion of the real existence (of 
the Soul) and involve a 'Volte face’ —as such they are not 
pure; consequently pure results do not flow from 
them Thus then, if one does not himself perceive 
in the Great Sage the Teacher of the essence of 
Dharma, and consequently remains ignorant 
of Dharma, — how can he attain peace of 
mind i — (3499-3500) 


COMMENTARY. 

Pure results follow onh from pure causes, not from impure ones 
grades r > ° ^ *“ "“P* 

and other- orTt) ^ ™ 3186 tht “~"Th° ommsc.cnrc of Buddha 

""trted A ° n ° nd ’ " nd <ho of the Veda on the other, are 

everted ns standing on tho same footing, etc. otc ” 

7ho answer to tins is as follows — 
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TEXTS (3501-3502) 

The ‘ Omniscience of Buddha’ and the ‘eternaltty of the Vfda’ 

HAVE not BEEN DECLARED BY ANY VISE MAN TO STAND ON THE 

SAME FOOTING, AND THIS BECAUSE THE SAID ettmahly IS IM- 
POSSIBLE The argument against it has been already 

POINTED OUT, AS CONSISTING IN THE INCOMPATIBILITY 
INVOLVED IN ‘SIMULTANEITY’ AND ‘SUCCESSIVE- 
NESS ’ , — BY REASON OF THIS IT CANNOT BRING 
about any such EFFECTS as Cognition 
AND THE TINE — (3501-3502) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Tdym ’ — -is the Blessed Lord Buddha 

If the Veda could he eternal, then alone it could be said that "tho 
omniscience of Buddha and the eternahty of the Veda (stand on tho same 
footing)”, as a matter of fact, however, that itself is not possible, os 
arguments to the contrary have been already adduced above The Author 
recalls the same arguments m the words, ‘ consisting in die mcompaubihly, etc 
etc ’—What this means has been already explained before— (3501-3o02) 

It has been argued under Teat 3186 that, -“The Omn.sc.ont Person 
is not seen by us at the present time, etc etc 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3503-3504) 


__ _ aupument that the Omniscient Pfbson is not sef> 

As REGARDS THE ARGUMENT THA —THIS HAS BF.IA 

AT THE PRESENT TIME-BY YOU ° K " ^ BDS NON-PERCErT.ON 
ALREADY ANSWERED IN DETAIL A ‘ INCONCLUSIt E *, 

BY YOU, THAT, BY ITSELF, IS FALLIBLE^ ^ 

AS REGARDS NON-PERCEPTION 

THAT MUST REMAIN ALWAYS DOUBTFUL 

(3503-3504) 


commentary 


That 


- *-ev is as follows 
The answer to tms is » 
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TEXT (3505) 

“His existence in the past cannot be presumed in the way in which 

His non-existence has been presumed” — this assertion in 

REGARD EVEN TO THE PAST CANNOT BE RIGHT , BECAUSE 
SUCH DENIAL IS IMPOSSIBLE — (3505) 

COMMENTABY 

The assertion that — “The denial can be made to the effect that the 
Omniscient Person did not exist in. the past, — m the same way, it cannot be 
presumed that He chd exist, in the past” , — Such an assertion is most improper; 
because oven in reference to the past, the denial of the said Person is not 
possible — The term ' even ’ implies that it is not possible m reference to the 
Present and the Future also It has been already pointed out that the mere 
fact that a certain thing is not seen cannot justify the conclusion that it 
does not exist — (3505) 

The following Texts anticipate and answer the Opponent’s argument — 

TEXTS (3506-3507). 

The following might be urged — “The period that is past was 

DEVOID OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON, BECAUSE IT WAS A PERIOD OF 

TIME,— LIKE THE PRESENT TIME WHICH IS ACTUALLY PER- 
CEIVED ” — This argument however, is not right, as its 
CONTRARY IS OPEN TO DOUBT , INASMUCH AS THERE 
CAN BE NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE PRESENT 

Time being devoid of the Omniscient 
Person. — (3506-3507) 

COM3IENTARY 

The argument of the other party may be thus formulated — “The Past 
must be regarded as devoid of the Omniscient Person, — because it is 
n period of time, — like the Present Time” 

In this argument, inasmuch as nothing has been adduced to show that 
the contrary of the Probandum is impossible, — there will alwajs be a 
doubt regarding tile existence of such a contrary, and consequently, the 
Reason w ould remain ‘ Inconclusive ’. The Corrobomtis e Instance also would 
bo ‘Inadmissible’, as the presence of the Probandum would bo doubtful 
— (3505-3507) 

Granting that the Corroborative Instance is admissible (and the 
Omniscient Person does not exist at the present time),— even «o, mere appre- 
hension cannot nghth pros o the existence of wliat is desired — This i« pointed 
out in the following : — 
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TEXT (3508) 

lT ”™ ’ Z7 •■■'••w™. 

rnr?r NT wZ ' raoM 8ET OT ™ causes is hot 

PRESENT Wiry SHOULD IT NOT BE THAT SUCH A 

Person existed in the Past,— like Rama 
AND OTHERS (3508) 

COMMENTARY. 

What truth can there bo in any such premiss as that ‘what does not 
ovist in tlio Prosont could not have existed in the Past’ For instance, the 
moro fnct flint Rama, Rharata nnd others do not exist at the present time 
cannot justify the inference that they did not exist in the past Thus, m 
vioh of tho caso of Rama nnd others, the Reason put forward by the other 
party is 'Inconclusive’. — (350S) 


It has boon argued under Text 3180, that~“no Indicative is recognised 
os part of tho Subjoct which could lend to Hie inference” 

Tho anew or to this is ns follows — 


TEXT (3509). 

‘Wisdom’ and the rest hate been made the ‘subject’, and then 
the Inferential Indicative has been set forth, hence it 

IS NOT TRUE THAT ‘NO INDICATIVE IS RECOGNISED’ — AND PET 
TO ARE NOT SEEKING TO PROVE THE existence (OF THE 

Person) — (3509) 

COMMENTARY 

Under Text 3414 above, Wisdom, etc have been made the ‘subject.’ of 
the Reasoning, and tho necessary Inferential Indicative has been asserted; 
honce it is not right to assert that “no Indicative is recognised 

But existence is not what we are proving, all that we are proving is the 
fact of there being higher stages of the Wisdom, etc , it is the highest stage 
of such Wisdom that constitutes ‘Omniscience’ —Consequently the objections 
that have been urged against the proving of the existence of the Omniscient 
Person are not applicable at all — (3509) 

It has been argued under Text 3187, that~‘ There » no scriptural 
declaration affirming on eternal Omniscient Person, etc etc. 

Tho answer to this is as follows 
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TEXT (3510) 

We ARE NOT AFFIRMING THE EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
ON THE BASIS OF SCRIPTURAL DECLARATIONS WHEN THE IN- 
FERENTIAL Reason is available, who would make an 
ASSERTION ON THE BASIS OF VERBAL AUTHORITY * — (3510) 


COMMENTARY 

So long as Inference on the basis of the capacity of things is available, 
who would seek to establish the existence of things on the basis of mere verbal 
assertion which is entirely dependent upon the whim of man » It is for this 
reason that we are not proving the existence of the Omniscient Person on the 
basis of scriptural declarations, — in fact, we ere doing it on tho basis of 
Inference, and this has been already explained before — (3510) 


Nor is it true (as asserted by the Opponent) that — ‘ there is no scrip- 
tural declaration affirming the eternal Omniscient. Person” , — tins is what is 
pointed out m the following . — 


TEXTS (3511-3612) 

But if you regard the Veda as reliable, then, how is it that you, 

DELUDED PEOPLE, DO NOT APPREHEND THE Omniscience OF THE 

Blessed Lord? As a matter of fact, in the Vedic 
Rescensional Text called ‘Nimitta’, the learned 
Brahmanas clearly read of the Revered Great 
Sage as ' omniscient’.— (3511-3512) 

COMMENTARY 


, „ For I nstancc > t,1(;ro IS a particular Vedio Rescensional Text undor tho namo 
Alimfta , and therein, the Blessed Lord, Shalya-Mum is clearly spoken of 
n-s omn.scio.it How is it then, that you, dull-witted people, wliilo taking 
sour stand upon the Veda, are denying Him ? — ( 351 1-35)2) 


The follow mg Text points out how Ho is spoken of m tho said Vedie 
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TEXTS (3513-3514) 

[He is described as] one who, having shown Hmself in a dream 

AS A SIX-TUSKED WHITE ELEPHANT, WAS BORN AS ONE GOING TO BE 

a Bo&Msattva, the ocean of nine qualities, his fame 

PROCLAIMED, OMNISCIENT, PULL OP MERCT, ATTAINING 
THE STATE OF IMMORTALITY, PURE, THE FATHER OF 
THE WHOLE WORLD — (3513-3514) 

COMMENTARY 

‘His {amt proclaimed’ — i e his fame well-known to the whole world. 

‘Attaining the state of Immortality' — i e on reaching the state of Nurdna, 
which consists in the cessation of all Afflictions along with the Disposi- 
tions 

• Pure ’ — ™>,=,<rf.,n g of constituents free from all impurities This indicates 
that superiority of the Blessed Lord which is conducive to his own welfare 
and which consists m the destruction of all Ignorance, the phrase, ‘The 
Father of all’ indicates that superiority which is conducive to the welfare of 
others - — ‘Father’, Teacher and Controller,— of the world —because He 
establishes the Three forms of Right Knowledge -(3513-3514) 


The following Texts anticipate and answer the rejoinder of the other 
party, to the above — 


TEXTS (3515-3516) 


Ip this Resoensional mIsonf^^t shefr 

properties that belong w 

POSSIBLE IN REGARD TO THIS * OT0Jf THE 

these properties are 

WWIM OP MEN — (3510-doth) 


COMMENTARY 

The second hue beginning ^ - 

answer to the Opponent s position (3515 
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TEXT (3517) 

“As A MATTER OP FACT, NO SCRIPTURAL TEXT TO THIS EFFECT CAN BE 
FOUND , BUT IF SUCH AN ASSERTION WERE eternal, THEN IT COULD 
BE ONLY COMMENDATORY , AND IF IT REALLY SPOKE OF A 

Person, then it would be not-eternal ” — (3517) 
COMMENT ABY. 

' To this effect ’ — i e speaking of the Omniscient Person 
Question — “Why cannot it be found ?’’ 

Answer — 'If it is eternal, etc etc ' — If the scriptural text speaking of the 
Omniscient Person is eternal, then it must be purely commendatory, — so that 
it must be taken as really having an entirely different meaning If it is not 
held to be merely commendatory, then it must be non-eternal — (3617) 

Question — ■'Why should it be commendatory, if eternal ? 

Answer — 

TEXT (3518) 

“If the scripture is eternal, then the assumption of the Omniscient 
Person is futile as people would learn Dharma, from 
the Scripture itself.” — (3618) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Tatlalpand ’ — assumption of the Omniscient Person 
Question — Why is it futile ? 

Answer — ‘ As people, etc Tatah ’—from the Eternal Scripture itself — 

(3518) 

The author's answer to the above argument of the other party is as 
follows — 


TEXTS (3519-3520) 

In fact, ctemahty does not belong even to the Veda well-known 
as such , because it Represents Cognition following after effort, or 
the remit of successive Cognitions and so forth.— But in case 
the well-known Veda is accepted as reliable, you 
have to accept the other Rescensional Text also 

as reliable, because that also is Veda 

(3519-3520) 


COMMENTARY. 


Though the eda and the rest are well-known 
well known that they are eternal 


as Vco'a, yet it is not 
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“IIow SO?” 

'Because, otc otc ‘yat' stands ioi'yasmat', 'because', — the Cognition 
after offort, or tho successive Cognition, is all not eternal, just like the 
Jar and other tilings , — so also is the Veda , — hence it is a Reason based upon 
tho nature of things — Tho charges of ‘Inadmissibility’, etc against this 
Reason have been fully refuted under the chapter on the ‘Revealed Word’, 
honco it is not done over again here 

'Elasya ' — of the well-known Veda — (3519-3520) 

“But tho fact of tho other Resconsionol Text (put forward) cannot be 
admitted” — says tho Opponent 

Tho answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3521) 

It behoves you to prove beyond doubt that the Text in question 
is not ‘Veda’, as otherwise, the reason that you have put 

FORWARD (AGAINST THE OMNISCIENT PERSON) THAT HE IS 
NOT MENTIONED IN THE ‘VEDA 1 BECOMES DOUBTFUL 

(3521) 


COMMENTARY 

, „ , , , „ do not establish the faot that it is not Veda , in that 

(os Reason). — (3621) 

, . can that — “if the Text in question refers 

It has been argued ” l ]_ an8wer to this is as follows - 

to tho Person, then it is not eternal 

TEXT (3522). 

IT MAY ALSO REFER TO THE OMNISCIENT 

The Veda may be J™al, ® ^ 1VST should it, on 

Person But nr it refer j_" Because it would, 

■ ^T ACCOUNT, "W" what IS PERISHABLE” 

« CASB ’ Onoonent] (3522) 


COMMENTARY 

On being 

replies ■' Bccauseitv’ouW^ ^ 6van0SO ent -(3622) 

related to-some » . fccondus ivaness’ of the Opponent’s 

The following test points out the In 
answer. — 
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TEXT (35231 

If that be so, the n how are ail such things as Clarified Butter, 
NivIra-Cobn and Fire, which are not-eternal, — sf'okex of 
ix the Veda, which is eternal ? — (3523) 

COMMENTARY' 

'Ajya' is Clarified Butter , — Nivdra is a particular kmd of Com, — 
Cha rnika rajala ’ is Fire — ‘Tina ’ — by the Veda. — (3523) 

The following texts anticipate and answer the Opponent’s rejoinder — 

TEXTS (3524-3525). 

If it is urged that — “rx these cases also, there is the Universal, 
which is eternal”, — then (the axswer is that) that also has 

BEEN DISCARDED. THEN AGAIN, IF THE WORD EXPRESSES THE 

Universal alone, then it cannot bring about the Cognition 

OF THE PARTICULAR THINGS, CLARIFIED BUTTER AND THE REST. 

If it expresses this latter also, then does it not lose its 
eternahty * Further, us regard to the Omniscient Person 
ALSO, THE SCRIPTURAL WORD COULD RETAIN ITS ETERNALTTY IN 
THE SAME WAY, EVEN THOUGH DENOTING THE PERSON (WHO IS 
NOT-ETERNAL) (3524-3525) 

COMMENTARY. 

[The other Party sajs] — "In tho case of the Clarified Butter and other 
things, there is the Universal which is expressed by the word, so that thoro 
could bo no incongruity” 

This cannot be nght, because under the chapter on the ‘Universal’, 
the Universal has been rejected in detail. 

Granting that the Universal is there, even so, as the word ‘Clarified 
Butter’ would express the Urmersal only, it could not bring about tho 
notion of the Individual , and in that case, the denoting of the Universal 
would be useless, so far as that man is concerned who seeks to do some act 
that could be accomplished only through the Individual 

‘Tlio Individual is cognised because it is unseparablo from the 
Uni\ ersal*’ 

That cannot bo, because, as a matter of fact, there is no such remoteness 
m the Cognition That is to say, it does iwt so happen that -when the word 
is uttered, tho Cognition that comes about first is that of the Universal,— 
and then later on, follows the Cognition of tho Individual as inseparable 
from that Universal What nctuallv happens in ordinary experience is 
that the Cognition of the usefully effective tiling (which is the Individual) 
follows from the word immediately (directly); m fact, people use tho word 
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for tho purpose of speaking of that useful thing itself Hence it eannot 
bo nglit to say that “tho Cognition of the Individual does not follow from 
tlio word directly” 

If tho word denoted tho Universal only, and not tho Individual, then 
ft snuo man would not bo prompted to activity by the Word ^hich denotes 
Homolhmg not, connected with that activity,— -and such a word would be 
hko tho Injunction of milking tho Bull 1 

I f, in order to in oid this contingency, it is admitted that there is denota- 
tion of tho thing m its individual aspect also, — then how would the Veda 
esonpo from tho contingency of losing its etenahly ; 

I’urthor, it may bo that primarily tho words denote Uiuversals, — and 
ti ire is denotation of Individuals only as inseparable from Umversals 
Kvon so, how over, there would bo nothing incongruous in the Scripture 
speaking of tho Omniscient Person being eternal — This is what the Author 
[joints out in tho words — 'Then too, in regard, etc etc ’ That is to say, even 
when tho Omnisciont Person is ono only, a multiplicity might be assumed 
on tho basis of v orymg states , and thereby it w ould be possible for Him to be 
spoken by means of a word denotative of the Universal, — what to say then 
when tlioro is an immeasurable bno of Omniscient Persons T — (3524-3525) 

Then again, if you do not accept the Resconsional text called 'Nimitta' as 

Ycda, yot, ovon so, jour assortion, that “the Omniscient Person is not 

montionod m tho Voda”, boeomes doubtful at any rate— This is what is 
pomtod out in tho following — 


TEXTS (3526-3527), 


AS KEGAKDS THE WORDS OF THE VEDA, AS THEY ABE SELF-SUFFICIENT, 
THEm MEANING COULD NOT BE ASCERTAINED FROM THE VEDA ITSELF, 
J-OB FROM THE LEARNER BY HIMSELF,— OB FROM SOME OTHER 
PERSON— WHO MIGHT BE UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF 

Delusion and other disabilities. Under the 

CIRCUMSTANCES, HOW COULD THEBE BE ANY CER- 
TAINTY REGARDING THE ASSERTION THAT— 

‘WHAT IS MEANT BY THE VEDIC WORDS— 

Agmhatram yahuyat svargakumah -is 

not that Jrna is omniscient ! 

(3526-3527) 


COMMENTARY 


VjVJLU-UA.a-'-*-'' **• 

sufficient, independent ^^vSa nowhere says ‘My meaning »0~- 
irem the Veda itself, because the lea mer by himseli ,-~-or 

zzzzz?* .. —• ■» 

from some otte perso , 
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men, according to you, might ba under the influence of Delusion and other 
disabilities — Under the circumstances, it is quite possible to take the words 
relating to the Agnihotra as meaning that ‘the Blessed Lord is omniscient’ 
‘Any certainty, etc etc.’ — 1 e no certainty at all — (3526-3527) 

It has been argued under Text 3195, that — “It is not possible to com- 
prehend all the things cognised by all men”. 

The answer to this is as follows. — 

TESTS (3528-3529). 

That one is ‘Omniscient’ is understood only from the clear 

TEACHING THAT He IMPARTS REGARDING HEAVEN AND THE HIGHEST 

Good because that bears testimony to His knowledge 

OF THE MOST IMPORTANT MATTERS Of WHAT USE IS 
THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE NUMBER OP SANDS OF Tin.-. 

seas 1 What then have we got to do with 
His knowledge of other things 8 — 

(3528-3529) 

COMMENTARY 

It has been argued under Text. 32C0 that— “The descriptions that are 
met With of Omniscient Persons m the PnrSnas, etc should bo understood in 
the figurative sense”. 

The answer to this is as follows. — 

TEXTS (3530-3531) 

That the descriptions should be understood in the figurative 
sense, like the Mantra and Arthaiada texts, — would be right 

ONLY AFTER THE ACTUAL EXISTENCE OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 
HAD BEEN REJECTED — As A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER, THERE IS 
NOTHING TO ANNUL THE IDEA OF SUCH A PERSON , WHILE, ON THE 
CONTRARY, His EXISTENCE HAS BEEN ACTUALLY PROVED IN GREAT 
DETAIL So THAT THE IDEA OF ALL THIS BEING figurative MUST 
REMAIN DOUBTFUL- INASMUCH AS IT IS POSSIBLE FOR IT TO BE TBUE 
IN ITS PRIMARY SENSE -(3530-3531) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the existence of the Omniscient Pei son had been rejected by proofs, 
then no other explanation being possible, the assertions in question might 
taken m their figurative sense, — not otherwise, if the primary meaning 
m an ’ Wa ' P 0SE ’k' 6 - cannot be right to regard tho eternal Word 
to be mere Arthavada, because an assertion is token as an Arthavdda only when 
51 
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Bom o othor moaning is intended m a case therefor© where there is no such 
intention, thoro being no speaker dosiring to make the assertion, — that condi- 
tion cannot bo fulfilled — (3530-3531) 


It has been further argued, under the same Text 3200, that — “the 
1 untrammolled knowledge’ spoken of may be taken as referring to certain 
particular things only, not to all things” 

Tho answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3532) 

In case the 'untrammelled ’ nature or His knowledge is regarded 
as true, in reference to suoh things as Dharma and the like, 
then clearly the Buddhists have won their case -—(3532) 

COMMENTARY 

Question —“How havo tho Buddhists won their case?” 

Answer — 


TEXT (3533) 

Because it has been proved before that it is the Lord’s knowledge 
relating to Prosperity and Highest Good, along with 
these MATTERS (Dharma and the rest), which is 

‘UNTRAMMELLED ’ -THIS IS QUITE CLEAR EVEN 

TO THE VERIEST PIPER — (3533) 

COMMENTARY 

J T. t tv.nl the Lord’s knowledge of the Highest 
It has been proved before ^ knOTTn to all men, down to the 

Good is ’untrammelled’ Hence ^ o{ Dharma an d allied matters, 

veriest piper, that He *T^££S5wbi the “<”“ nCe ’ ° £ h ° 

zr.rssst.tss - ■“ ■* 

(3533) 

, Text 3205, that — “The knowledge spoken of 

It has been argued under Text 

roay he that of his own self” „ ossl b1e for the Lord Himself, what 

But oven so, as such tamdedg^ P _ B what is pointed out m 
has been urged is nothing undesirable fox u 

the following— 
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TEXT (3534). 

AS REGARDS THE KNOWLEDGE OE SELF, BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE PRACTICE 

of Meditation, — this also has been already proved to be 
‘UNTRAMMELLED ’ IN THE CASE OF THOSE PERSONS — (3634) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Th: s also’ — i e the knowledge of self 
‘ Tesam’ — of the revered Buddhas 
‘ Already ' — Under Text- 3434. — (3534) 

Says the Opponent — “The knowledge of self there mentioned is that 
consisting in self-Cogmtion, not that of the Spirit functioning within. How 
then can our argument be futile (proving what is already admitted) ?” 

The answer to this is as follows • — 


TEXT (3535). 

That alone is knowledge of self which consists in the perception of 

THE PURE SELF, — AS THEREIN THE ONLY COGNITION IS THAT 

of pure Consciousness freed feom at.t. adventitious 
impurities. — (3535) 


COMMENTARY 

Question — “How is it known that there is knowledge of pure Con- 
sciousness only J ” 

Answer — 

TEXTS (3536-3537) 

It has been shown before that all Cognition is in the form devoid 
of THE Apprehender and Apprehended , it is free from the two aber- 
rations This is the Cognition or knowledge that has been 
expounded by the Buddhas That is what proves These 
to have been possessed of vast wisdom and of 
knowledge not conducive to Birth and Re- 
birth AND IT IS THE TEACHINGS INCULCATED 
under the guidance of these Persons 
that are luminous to the present 
day.— (3536-3537) 


COMMENTARY 

'Before '— Under the chapter (23) on the ‘External World’ 

BobiX Wh0, ° kn0 ' ! ' ledE ° ,S “ 0t C ° ntW ° 40 Blrths ond 
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Question “WJmt oro tlioso Teachings that vere promulgated under 
Their guidance}” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (3538-3540) 

In REGARD TO THE LUMINOUS CONSCIOUSNESS, NOT MARRED BY THE TWO 
FORMS, — WHO COULD ENTERTAIN ANY WRONG NOTIONS, IF HIS MIND IS 
NOT DELUDED BY THE TWO FORMS 1— As SOON AS THERE IS RECOGNI- 
TION OF THE ‘SoUL-LESS-NESS’ OF BOTH,— AIL THOSE DEFECTS OF 

Love, Hate and the like which have their source in the 

THOUGHTS 01 V OMEN AND SUCH THINGS, DISAPPEAR WITHOUT EFFORT 

— This is the Highest Truth which the ‘Expounder of unity' 

PROPOUNDED, — WHICH BRINGS ALL KINDS Or PROSPERITY, FAR 
BEYOND THE REACH OF KeshaVd AND OTHERS -(3538-3540) 


COMMENTARY. 


‘If his mind is not deluded, etc i o who has got nd of all obsession of 
the apprehender and tlio apprehended 

‘As soon as there is recognition, etc etc ’ — l e the recognition of the 
.a . it m\ n _ J . . /0\ A1J .tflirtr* fhinrr! 


*As soon as there is recognition, etc etc — 10 the recogmt 
fact that the (1) Body and (2) All other things are without soul,— or it may 
moon the recognition of the ‘tiaimmij/a'— unreality— ‘e/ both’- 
apprch ended as well as the Apprehender 
* 17V. t- hsrunnrl thf. rf/lcJl of. ttC etC * *1 


rehended as well as the Apprehender 

■ Per beyond the reach of. etc etc ‘ Kishava ' stands for Han [Vigm] — 

‘And others' includes ‘Ishvara’ and the rest— (3538-3540) 

Question — “Why is not the sdf-Cognilion of Kishava and others also 

rogarded ns purol" 

Answer — 

TEXTS (3541-3543) 

OTHER PEOPLE RECOGNISE THE W 

HESEMBLING THE OF THE PERMANENT ‘SOUL’ 

13 ENVISAGING THE SC- 

BAS BEEN REJECTED. IF XHERE SHOULD BE THE 

PROCEEDS FROM ONES OWN , nr-rF SAME TIME — IF IT DOES 

Cognition of all souls at 0KE ^ n? it is regarded as 

not PROCEED FROM ONE’S OWN ^ _ bbW g, 

- ===- -^ — - 
(3541-3543) COMMENTARY 

‘OthcrpeopU’-KeshovaMers * * ^ goul ha8 been 

Under the Chapter ^J^^and hence impure 

rejected; any Cogmt.onofitmustbewro g 
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Further, the knowledge of these people relating to the eternal Soul that 
is spoken of, — does this knowledge or Cognition proceed from the person’s 
own Soul or not? These are the only two alternatives possible In the 
former case, all his Cognitions should appear simultaneously, as their efficient 
cause would be there —In the latter case, is the Cognition eternal or not- 
otemal T In both cases, that Soul would only be a replica of hiR own Soul, 
and hence, like the Cognition of other people, it could not envisage that 
Soul— (3541-3543) 


It has been argued under Text 3307. that — “Sis knowledge consists 
in the direct perception of His pure Self, and when the source of that know- 
ledge is not pure, the knowledge itself is called Ignorance’’. 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3544-3546) 

His knowledge does not consist in the direct perception op His 

PURE SELF , BECAUSE THAT IS DEVOID OP THE CHARACTERISTICS OP 

the ‘Cognisable’, as has been proved in detail — Ip the Soul 
(self) is held to be of the nature op Cognition (Consciousness) , 

— THERE CAN BE NO APPREHENSION OP IT AS SUCH ; BECAUSE OF THE 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE ‘SEEN* AND THE ‘SEEING’.— IF THEN 

the said Cognition is held to be self-illumined, then it comes 
to be ‘self-Cognition’, and as such it would mean that the 
Cognition is amenable to direct perception — (3544^-3546) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Soul is held to be unconscious in its essence, then the Cognition 
that apprehends it must be regarded os impure, as it has been proved under 
the chapter on the ‘External World' that bv their very nature, all Cognitions 
are devoid of the apprehended and the apprehender 

If, on f lio other hand, the Soul is held to be of the nature of Consciousness 
itself, tlion tlioro would bo non -difference between what is seen (cognised, 
i e the soul) and tho seeing (Cognition, Consciousness), so that they could 
not bo related to oach other as tho apprehended and the apprehender , which 
would moon that the Cognition could not bo regarded as apprehending the 
Soul Because it is only when there is some difference between the subject 
and tho object that they can bear to each other the relation of tho apprehender 
and tho apprehended 

If, lastly, tho idea is that, being luminous, like the lamp, tho Cognition 
apprehends and envisages itself,— then there would bo ‘self -Cognition’, 
which you do not admit, and it would set aside your idea that Cognition 
cannot be pcrccned This is what is shown by the words — 'It would mean 
that Cognition is amenable to direct Perception’. — (3C44-354G) 
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It 1ms boon argued under Text 3208, thafr-‘*If it be held that Brahma, 
Vipiu and Shiva nro tho embodiments of the Veda, etc etc ” 

Tho anew or to this is as follows : — 


TEXTS (3547-3549) 

There can be no connection between Brahms (and others) and 
the Veda ; — (a) because there is difference between them, 

(ll) BECAUSE BOTH ARE REGARDED AS ETERNAL, AND (c) BECAUSE THERE 
IS NO MUTUAL DEPENDENCE,— JUST AS IN THE CASE OF ANT OTHER 

thing. — Thus it is absurd to talk of Brahma, etc being ‘Embodi- 
ments of the Veda ’ —Equally absurd it is to spear of the Veda 

AS 'CONSISTING OF ALL KNOWLEDGE’ , FOR THE SIMPLE REASON THAT 
THE MEANING OF THE VEDA CANNOT BE ASCERTAINED — It HAS 
BEEN EXPLAINED THAT (FOR US') THE OMNISCIENT PERSON IS RE- 
COGNISED INDEPENDENTLY BY HlMSELF ; AND He IS NOT ASSUMED 

on the ground of Brahma and others being 'Embodiments of 
the Veda’. — (3547-3549) 


COMMENTARY 

If Brahma and others had any connection with the Veda, then alone 
could they bo regarded as the ‘Embodiment of the Veda’, as a matter of 
fact, thoro can bo no connection between these and the Veda Because 

* , * +■»,„* ni rrffiji ti No r can it be the relation of 

other , „ this has to be eon- 

<Thc idea o} the Veda consisting of all knowledge 

aimed with ‘is aboard’ of tho previous sentence 

“Why is it absurd t”, snathe ascertained',-* the meaning 

Because ‘the meaning of the Veda ea assumed that it consists 

of tho Veda were ascertained, then t be got a t through any 

of all knowledge. This aseertammenthowever ca 

Cognition, as has been pomted out already ^ ^ ^ ^ Etr6ng th of the 
Nor again do we accept th { tK Lord is self-born, and 

v«w~ *>. >" • 

honco Ho is omniscient, by Bimse t , 

( 3547 - 3549 ) „ 

and others who are mortal, wne 
©to. etc.”. 
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The answer to this is that the ‘mortality’ of the Lord has not been 
proved — This is what is pointed out m the following — 


TEXT (3550). 

Being Beyond the ‘Metempsychic Cycle’ consisting op the 'five 
states’, the Buddhas ake not held by us to be ‘mortal’ 
What has been regarded as their ‘birth’ is only 

THE CREATION of THEMSELVES- BY 
THEMSELVES — (3550) 

COMMENTARY 

‘Hell’, ‘Regions of the Dead’, ‘Regions of Beasts’, ‘Region of Celestials’ 
and ‘the Human Regions’ — are the ‘five states’ that make up the ‘Metem- 
psychic Cycle’; — the Blessed Lords all he beyond this five-fold Cycle, so that 
their ‘mortality’ cannot be admitted. 

Question — “How is it then they are heard of as having been bom m 
tlio family of Shvddhodana and others t” 

Answer — ' What has been regarded, etc etc ’ — (3550) 

The following Text supports tins same idea by scriptures — 


TEXT (3551) 

‘It is in the delightful city of Alamslha, free from the habitation 
of unclean Beings, — that the Buddhas become awakened ; 
and what is awakened here (in this world) is 
ONLY THEIR OWN CREATION’ — (3551) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Akanistha' is the nemo of a certain region, — 1 freo from the habitation 
of unclean Beings ’ — ‘ Ashuddhaiasakaytka’ are colostial beings, — here only 
such peoplo dwell who arc noblo end puro,— -on the top of this rests the 
Stuhcslwam-Bharana (the Palace of the Supreme Lord), — it is in tins Palace 
that there appear the Bodhisattras who have pnssod through tho ‘ten stages' 
and reached the highest, — v hat is pcrcoiaod hero m tho world is only what 
is t rested under their superi i«ion 

Sin li is the assertion met with m tho scriptures — (3551) 

It might bo argued b\ tho Opponent that — “Wo do not admit of what 
li is been asserted hero”. 

Tho answer to that is os follow-. — 
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TEXTS (3552-3553) 

How TOO DO YOU ASCERTAIN, INDEPENDENTLY, THE SAID ' MORTALITY ’ ! 

Certainly not on the basis or the ‘scripture’ of other people , 

AS WHAT THAT SCRIPTURE SAYS HAS JUST BEEN POINTED OUT — 

Nor do we postulate our ‘Omniscient Persons’ as 

RIVALS TO THE ‘OMNISCIENT PERSONS’ POSTULATED 
BY OTHERS, WHO COULD EVER CONCEIVE OP 
ANY RIVALRY BETWEEN REAL ENTITIES AND 

‘sky-flowers’ ? — (3552-3553) 


COMMENTARY 

Jf you hold to the ‘mortality’ independently, then your Reason is 
doubtful — hence— Inadmissible’ In fact, you have no proof m support of 
the idea of the Blessed Lord being mortal,— by virtue of which the said 
mortality oould be regarded as independently ascertained Hence the 
‘mortality’ has to be asserted by you on the basis of the scripture of the 
other party, and what the sonpture of the other party has to say on the 
pomt has just been shown— Thus the ‘mortality’ of the Blessed Lords 
remains ‘unproven’ — (3562-3553) 


Question -"How is it known that these other Omniscient Persons are 

like sky-flowersl” 

Answer — 


TEXT (3554) 


— — that asy Eternal Beings, mwo devoid of 
It has been proved by us Hence it follows that the 

at all— (3654) 


COMMENTARY 


UUJKUJW"-” - 

, a to be Eternal Beings,— and 

The other party holds Shanlara an ^ hsv0 any capacity at 

,t has been proved by us ther SUCCO ss.vely or simultanoova*- 

all as any effective action on their pa , capacity’ again is what 

tSS I- ““ rf. 

irinn -/’I/llSfenCG , I 


devo.d of alt capsc, agam m 
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Further, Shna and others may be there Even so, they belong to a 
very inferior order, hence we are not making any comparison between these 
and the Blessed Lords — This is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (3555-3556) 

Then again, the knowledge of those Persons is all -wrong, 

BECAUSE IT INVOLVES NOTIONS OF THE ‘SOUL’ AND SUCH OTHER 
THINGS The KNOWLEDGE OF THE Buddhas, ON THE OTHER 

hand, is nof wrong , as has been explained in detail. 

Thebe is therefore no comparison made between 
these two sets, on the ground of greater or 
less proximity ; who could institute any 
comparison between the blind and 
the man with perfect eyes’ — 

(3555-3556) 

COMMENTARY 

This is easily understood — (3555-3556) 

It has been argued under Text 3210, that— “the three Deities, Brahma 
and the rest, are mentioned m the eternal scripture of the Veda; and the 
etemahty of these does not militate against the etemality of the Vedas’’. 
The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (3557). 

In fact, the eternality of all such things as Quality, Action, 
God, as also of the Vedas, has been totally rejected. 
Consequently we do not admit of any eternal 
' scripture ’.—(3557) 


COMMENTARY. 

mn ** the ‘Perpetual Flux’ as affecting all things, it has been 

prored that nothing can be eternal Hence all this (about etemahty) ,s 
wholh irrelei ant — (3557) 

the n I ll‘2 l r n UDder Tal 3215 ’ th “t-“If any person were seen at 

of ttaTpllT 40 thC ° mmscient Pere ° n - «*■ the existence 

ot that Person could be cognised through Analogy” 

The nnsw er to this is ns follows 
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TEXTS (3558-3561) 

We DO NOT HOLD THAT THE EXISTENCE OS THE OMNISCIENT PERSON IS 

proved by Analogy , because it has been shown that Analogy 

IS NOT A RELIABLE MEANS OF COGNITION HENCE THE SAID existence 
COULD NOT BE PROVED BY IT It IS ONLY WHEN THE existence OF A 
THING HAS BEEN COGNISED, THAT ITS SIMILARITY CAN BE PERCEIVED, 
AND WHAT IS DESIRED TO BE PROVED IN THE PRESENT CONTEXT IS 

THE existence of the all-l-runmng Person , — and this cannot 

BE PROVED BY MEANS OF ANALOGY HENCE YOUR DENIAL OF 
THIS (IN REFERENCE TO THE SAID PERSON) IS ENTIRELY FUTILE — 

If all men have been perceived by you to be not-ommscml , — 
then omniscience belongs to you yourself, since you perceive 

ALL MEN, THOSE NEAR YOU AS WELL AS THOSE REMOTE, — AND SINCE 
YOU PERCEIVE THE CAPACITY OF COGNITIONS APPEARING IN THE 

‘Chain’ of all other men — (3558-3561) 


COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, no reliability attaches to Analogy, as a means of 
cognition —by virtue of which the Buddhist could seek to prove the existence 
of the Omniscient Person by its means -Even if Analogy «ere reliable it 
would he of no nse m the proving of the said existence Because all that 
Analogy proves, for instance, is merely the similarity of the Gamya in the 
well-known object. Cow, in the case in question, howoverfhoOmmscmn 
Person is not a well-known object,- as, according to you. He is still to be 
proved, consequently when, under your view, the Existence f^mm‘0ient 

that is denied S21C that- “Having found that all men 

It has been argued under Text 32 °' f ls defimtely concluded, through 
of the present day are nol-omntsci i , answer to this is that— // 

Analogy, that all men are not-om i _ then your denial of 

all men, el, eta’-If all men have tonj^nbyy ^ you 

the Omniscient Person mvolies near— and also that you lmvo 

admit that you yourself see all men ’ of the r ohain - of other mon,- 

dofimte knowledge of the co & nlhv because your said admission 

you clearly attribute s far rera oved in time, place and 

would imply your Potion ^ fXg to one who is not omniscient 
nature, as such perception can ne'er be g g Sonvard argo mcnts. 

And yet in denying such ^ /^.contradict, on on your 

and are actually *-£**•" Lther is barren' -( 355 W 8 DI) 
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TEXTS (3562-3564) 

Even if the Person were standing before you, how could you 

HAVE THE CERTAINTY THAT ‘He IS NOT OMNISCIENT’ ? IF YOU 

had this knowledge, you would be cognisant of things -beyond 
the senses'— If you deduce tee fact of all persons being 

NOT-OMN1SCIENT FROM SEEING THAT YOU YOURSELF ABE NOT SO,-— 
THEN, THEBE WOULD BE THIS INCONGBUITY THAT (YOUR) BRAHMA 
AND OTHER DEITIES WOULD DEDUCE THE OmmSCttnce OF ALL PERSONS 
FROM THEIR OWN OMNISCIENCE. — IF IT BE URGED THAT THERE IS 
CONVICTION REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF SUCH QUALITIES IN AIL 
MEN ONLY WHEN WE DO NOT PERCEIVE ANYTHING TO THE CONTRARY ”, 
THEN OUR ANSWER IS THAT IN REGARD TO THE MATTER UNDER CON- 
SIDERATION, THE MERE SUSPICION TO THE CONTRARY HAS THE SAME 
EFFECT AS THE ACTUAL PERCEPTION OF THAT CONTRARY. (3562— 

3564) 

COMMENTARY 

That is, even when the roan is standing before one, one sees only his 
body, and if the observer is himself not-ommsment, he cannot know that 
the man before him is not-ommscient 

'Bhail’—i e if there were the certainty that the man is not-ommscient. 
If, m order to save the Reason from being ‘Inadmissible 1 , the conviction 
regarding all men being not-ommscient be taken as deduced from one’s own 
non-amm science , — then there would be incongruities end the Reason would 
become ‘Inconclusive* — This is what is pointed out by the words — -If you 
deduce, etc etc 1 — The compound ' dim&sarvaynatddrtfau 1 is to be expounded 
os — ‘djzlau ' — from the perception — ‘ asarmjnatdySh — of non-omniscience — 
'atmam ', — in yourself. 

The following might be urged — “In the case of the proving of the pre- 
sence of a certain quality m all men, the idea is rendered impossible by the 
perception of the diversity of wisdom, etc among men; hence no attempt is 
made to prove it, m the ease of non-omm science, however, the idea is not 
rendered impossible by anything, hence there could be no such incongruity 
os has been indicated”. 

This is not right Just as a Reason cannot prove that of which the 
contrary has been perceived, similarly it cannot also prove that of which the 
contrary is suspected; and m this respect, tho suspicion of the contrary' does 
not differ from the perception of tho contrary. Consequently, there con bo 
no proving of non-ommsciencc, because its contrary is open to suspicion — 
(3502-3501) 

It has been argued, under Text 3217, that — ‘ tho teaching of Buddha 
and others is capable of another explanation also, etc etc 
The onsuer to this is ns follows: — 
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TEXT (3565) 

Who else except the pool can regard the Teaching op the Buddhas 

AS HAVING ITS SOURCE IN DeLUSTON, — WHEN IT HAS BEEN 
PROVED TO BE THE BLAWLESS EXPOSITION OF THE PATH 

To Heaven and the Final Goal?— (3565) 
COSOIENTTABY 

It cannot be admitted that the Teaching is capable of another explanation 
Because the flawless exposition of the Path to Heaven and Final Liberation 
cannot have its source m Delusion, — and that the Teaching of the Blessed 
Lord is flawless has been proved bp all the investigations and tests herein 
made 

‘Fool ’ — 1 e Rumania He is a fool if he entertains the idea referred to 
—(3565) 

It has been argued, under Text 3225, that— “The teaching of Buddha, 
etc might have been for the purpose of deluding their disciples, etc etc " 
The answer to this is as follows* — 


text (3566) 

It is indeed a great delusion that has been brought about by 
Buddha in His disciples who, during the present life ttselp, 

HAVE ATTAINED, THROUGH IT, PROSPERITY, AS ALSO THE HIGHEST 
STAGE OP THE ALLEVIATION OP ALL ApSHCTTONS OP THE 

Mind * — (3566) 

COMMENTARY 

' Drifte ' — during the present life v -,vmir and so forth,— these 

- Prosperity’ — in the shape of lasting health, vigour and 

'ihey have attained ’-such is the the cessation of Love, 

< Alleviation of all afflictions of the Mind 

Hatred and other defects MlowmK of the Teachings of the 

. ’Through if’— Through the proper following 

° tC The answer to this is as follows— 
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TEXT (3567) 

The Teaching of the Buddhas is certainly not based upon the 
Veda , because it has been described as ‘flawless’, while 
the Veda is full of flaws — (3567) 

COMMENTARY 

It cannot be possible for the flawless Teaching to be based upon what is 
full of flaws — (3567) 

It has been argued, under Text 3227, that — “Because the Teachings were 
imparted by them to the illiterate Shudras, therefore it is concluded that 
they are defective and illusory” 

The answer to this is as follow s — 


TEXTS (3568-3569). 

The said Teaching of the Buddhas is not foe any selfish purpose , 
in fact, the whole effort was made for the benefit of others 
Thus it was that the all-merciful Buddhas taught that 
Path to all men, — having made up their minds to bring 

ABOUT THE WELFARE OF THE WORLD, AND THUS BEING 
THE DISINTERESTED WELL-WISHERS OF 
ALL BEINGS — (3568-3569) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Padam ’ — tins is the name given to that Path to Prosperity and Highest 
Good which consists in the cultivation of all good qualities — (3568-3569) 

The following text shows that it is m the case of Manu and other teachers, 
who imparted the teaching to Vedic scholars alone, that it is possible for 
the teachings to have been proppunded for the purpose of deluding those 
people — 

TEXT (3670). 

Those teachers who were under the influence of greed, fear, 

HATRED, JEALOUSY, ETC. AND WERE DEVOID OF MERCY,— IT IS THE 
TEACHING OF SUCH PERSONS WHICH COULD BE PARTIAL 
AND LOCAL — (3570) 


COMMENTARY. 

On the other hand, the Teaching oi the Blessed Lord was imparted to 
all men down to the xenest child, -and such Teaching only bears testimony 
to their high souled character.— This is pointed out in the following — 
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TEXTS (3571-3573). 


Those Teacheks, ok the othsb hand, who ^ M Br ^ 

ALONE, -WHO “*» A fEHCEPHOK OP TEE TbUTH,- — "H iO HAD 

SO FBAB OP ANY OOKTE^ronOK.-IMPAETEO TEETH TEACHINGS TO 

"*■ As A TEE0TJ0H “KOEAKCE. goes OK BEING AIPEdED 

BY ASPECTS, SO THESE SHOWS IK THE LoBDS, NEBCY TOWaEDS HE! 

Ttay no not desibe to establish ant such connection with 
MSN AS THAT op Tivaha (Massia.be) or AvSha (Hohe-cojukg op 

THE BbTDB) AKD SO FOBTH , THE ONLY THOUGHT Dt TlTKre Jmfjj 1S 
TBA.T OP DOING GOOD TO OTHEBS THAT IS WHAT BAS BEEK SO 

WELL SONG OF— (3571-3573) 


COMMENTARY 

‘AvSha ' — is the coming of the Bnde to the house of the Bridegroom — 
(3571-3573) 


Question — “What has been so well sung of ?” 
Answer — 

TEXT (3574) 


‘The wise ones view with equal begabd — ibe Bbahmana equipped 

WIT H LEABNING AKD OHAEACTTEB, THE BULL, THE ELEPHANT, THE 

DOG AKD THE dog-eater ’ — [Bhagavadgita) — (3574) 


COMMENTARY 

In fact, by hating openly and arrogantly used the expression “to 
illiterate Shudms", through pnde of caste, you have yourself shown your 
own great illiteracy and stupidity For instance, (X) do you put forward 
the assumption that ihere is a distinct genus of the name of ‘Brahmona 
and thereupon you, Brahmapas carry on your fcacfcs a million loads of 
superiority! Or (2) » it on the basis of your superiority m ” 

w Vm„ had all your Birth and other Sacraments duly performed! Or (3) 
Wrf your having been bom oUB— Mother and »M 

Father 1 If it is the first, then this ornament of yours is only hie (ha 

US by the -shy. lotus’ -Tlus is what is pointed out in the following - 
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TEXTS (3575-3577) 

Hundreds of times has the ‘genus’ (Universal) been rejected; 

•WHENCE THEN IS THIS PRIDE DUE TO ‘CASTE’ (GENUS) * SPECIALLY 
•WHEN NO SUPERIORITY OYER OTHERS IS PERCEIVED IN IT, WHY 
SHOULD IT BE REGARDED AS Superior 1 IN FACT, MEN BELONGING 
TO OTHER CASTES ALSO ARE FOUND, ON THE PRESENCE OF PARTI- 
CULAR QUALITIES, TO BE THE RECEPTACLE OF QUALITIES OF Sdf- 
conlrol AND FREE FROM ALL IMPURITIES If, BY REASON OF THEIR 
CONNECTION WITH THE PARTICULAR (BrXHMANA) CASTE, THEY HAD 
BEEN SUPERIOR TO OTHERS, IN THE MATTER OF POSSESSING THE SAID 
QUALIFICATIONS, THEN ALONE COULD THEY BE ADMITTED TO BE 
REALLY SUPERIOR, — NOT IF THEY MERELY BELONGED TO THE 

Brdhmarta caste, but in actual life were like fowlers, 
and others -(3575-3577) 


COMMENTARY. 

We grant that there 18 such a ‘caste’, even so, your pride would be 
justified if there were some superiority perceptible m you, duo to that caste. 
As a matter of fact, however, we do not perceive any such superiority in 
you —This is what is pointed out by the words— specialty when no superiority, 
etc etc.'— others '— ie people other than Brahmana s , — i e the Shudra, etc 
— superiority o\ er these— none is peiceived. That is to say, in the Brahmana, 
wo do not find any superiority over the Shmlra, etc m regard to their 
Intelligence, Memory, etc , or to their Blood, Urine, etc , thus no superiority 
bemg perceptible, how could the caste be regarded as superior on the basis 
of tnat superiontj ,— by virtue of which, through arrogance born of your 
easte-pnde, you assert that ‘they should have imparted it to the Vedlo 
scholars alone— not to Shudnxs’ ?— In case, by belonging to the Brahmnna- 
easte, you were, by your very nature, superior persons, endowed with such 
powers as self-control, fulfilment of wish, Mercy and so forth, and had all 
evils removed from you,— then you would certainly be superior bemgs, 
o honyise, if you simply belonged to the Brahmana -caste and led the life of 
the Fowler, the Fisherman, the Cobbler, etc ,— wliat supononty could bo 
yours 1 — (3576-3677) 


The following Text points out the objections to the second alternative (the 
uperioritj of the Brahmana m the proper performance of his sacraments) — 


TEXT (3578) 

As REGARDS THE WELL-KNOWN SACRAMENTS Or THE Blfth-nte AND THE 
REST, THEY ARE ALL PURELY ILLUSORY (ARTIFICIAL) AND ARE 
TO BE FOUND EVEN AMONG OTHER PEOPLE, — FVEN THOSE 
WHO ARE ARTIFICIAL BbXHMANAS —(3578) 

COMMENTARY 

Antony others ' — i o among the nrtificml Briihmanas 
‘Illusory' purely artificial, like the Namino-nlc. 
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ttT?~riTr ----‘•n.-iti— 

wittod. — (3684-3585) * and y ° OT Br3hmana « were dull- 


-the 


TEXTS (3586-3587) 

Those great Teachers oh the other band wo were quite sure or 

THE REASONABLENESS OF THEIR OWN TEACHINGS AND WO WERE 
CONFIDENT ALSO OF THEIR OWN ROWERS TO EXPOUND THOSE 
TEACHINGS, HAVING SHAKEN OFF ALL FEAR, AND BRINGING 
ABOUT THE LOWERING OF THE ARROGANOE OF THE 
MADDENED ELEPHANTS IN THE SHAPE OF THE 

False Philosophers — always roar r.rgi,- 
LIONS, as FOLLOWS —(3586-3587) 

COMMENTARY 

The ‘false Philosophers' ore likened to the ‘maddened elephants’, and 
the Roaring has the capacity to bring about the lowering of thB arrogance 
of these elephants 

'T bus ’• — i e as described below — (3586-3587) 


Question — “What is that hon-like roar l" 
Answer — 


TEXT (3588). 

‘0 Bhiksus, MY words should be accepted by the we, not out 

OF REGARD FOR ME, BUT AFTER DUE INYESHGATION.-IDST AS 
GOLD IS ACCEPTED AS TRUE ONLY AFTER HEATING, CUTTING 

and rubbing' — (3588) 


COSDEENTARY 


A WwMad LoI ds have imparted then teachings to real 
Yvirther, even ^ ^^ Manu J other, -Tins is pointed out 
BrUhmanae, — this was not none jr 
m the following — 
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TEXTS (3589-3590) 

Those who are Brahmanas in reality, by reason of having removed 

at.t. TOT.TB SINS, AND WHO HAVE PRACTISED THE TEAOHING OF 

‘No-Soul’, — are all within the purview of the Great 
Sage Him self , it is for this reason that it has been 

DECLARED THAT ‘HEREIN IS THE ShRAMANA’ WHO 
HAS BEEN DESCRIBED UNDER FOUR CLASSES; AND 
THE TEACHINGS OF OTHERS ARE ENTIRELY 
devoid OF the Shramana-Brdhmanas . — 

(3589-3590) 

COMMENTARY. 

The connotation of the term ‘Brahmana’ is 1 one who has removed all 
sms’, and such Brahmanas are possible only under the teaching of the Great 
Sage, where they are taught the practice of ‘ Soul-less-ness’ , this is not 
possible under any other teachings, as these latter do not provide any means 
for the destroying of sins — It is for this reason that the Blessed Lord has 
declared that ‘It is here that there is Shramana', — the Brqhmana — and the 
teachings of others are devoid of real Brahmanas m the shape of Shramanas 
— Of these Shramanas, there are four classes — ‘ Srotapanna ’ (joined the 
stream) and the rest, and Brahmanas also, with the same characteristics, are 
of the same four kinds - — (3589-3590) 


It has been argued under Text 3230 that — "If proofs were adduced to 
prove that there is someone who is omniscient, then this would fall short of 
your Proposition”. 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (3591) 

It has been explained that the proving of the proposition that 

‘there IS SOME MAN WHO IS OMNISCIENT’ IS NOT VITIATED 
BY THE DEFECT OF FALLING SHORT OF OUR PROPOSITION. 

—(3591) 

COMMENTARY 

Question — “Bj ulmt part of your work has this been explained?”, 
Anmtcr — 
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TEXT (3692). 

This has been explained by vs above (under Text 3308) where it 

HAS BEEN ASSERTED THAT— It IS WITH A TOTALLY DIFFERENT 
MOTIVE THAT THE WISE BUDDHISTS MAKE AN ATTEMPT TO 
ESTABLISH THE KNOWLEDGE OP ALL THINGS, EVEN THOUGH 
SUCH ATTEMPT PROVE POTTLE. — (3592) 


COMMENTARY 


Then agnm, wo aro not proving the existence of the Omniscient Person 
with a view to ascertain that a certain teaching has been propounded by the 
Omniscient Por«on, and than and therefore to follow that teaching in practice 
In fact, wo ourselves seek to attain the position of the Omniscient Person and 
to that end ne seek to prove that it is possible to get rid of the Defects and 
attain tho excellent qualities (that mark the Omniscient Person) And the 
reason for this lies in. the fact that the Buddhists have recourse to activities 
tending to the fulfilment of the several aims of man, — not on the strength of 
moro words, but on the basis of Inferences from the capacity of things It 
lias already been explained in what way such reasons as ‘cogmsability’ and 
tlio rest ccuvleod to conclusions 

It has boon argued under Text 3238, that— “When He has passed 
through tlie Ten Stages, and Love and other Defects have become destroyed, 
then rapt in meditation .. He would not be able to impart any 
teachings” — -The answer to this is that this argument also has boon put 
forward by you, through your ignorance of our doctnne The Blessed Lord 
is not hold by us to be standing upon the Ten Stages, what we hold is in 
the Tm Stages are occupied during the Bodhisaltea-Stoge, and beyond and 
above that lies the Buddha-Stage, the state of Perfect Enlightenment, 
Buddha-hood — (3692) 

It has been argued under Text 3240, that- “What has been asserted by 
one who knows onljl part cannot be the assertion of the Omiuscient Persc ^ 

The following Text, points < 




TEXT (3593) 


jr ff-n—r.m jg asserted by one who 

AS KEGAnDS ^ AR^^ BOARDED AS THE ASSERTION 

— r»r 

—.(3593) 


The same explanation is 


COMMENTARY 

reiterated m the following— 
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TEXTS (3594-3595) 

The man of limited vision, having perceived a few desirable 

THINGS, FIXES THEM IN BIS MIND, AND SUBSEQUENTLY DESCRIBES 
THEM, ON THE BASIS OF THOSE PERCEPTIONS AND YET IT IS 
NOT THAT BIS WORDS DO NOT PROCEED FROM HIS KNOWLEDGE 
OF THOSE THINGS , THE SAME WOULD BE THE OASE WITH 
THE ASSERTION OF THE OMNISCIENT PERSON, THE 
DIFFERENCE WOULD LIE IN THE DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THE BASIS OF THE TWO ASSER- 
TIONS -(3594-3595) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ The man of limited vision ' — i e one who is not omniscient 
‘ Proceed from his knowledge, etc etc ’ — the knowledge of those things — 
Heart, etc — from which proceeds the assertion The two negatives ‘no-no’ 
indicate that the words do proceed from the said knowledge of the things. 

'The same, etc. etc ' — That also would be reliable as proceeding from 
the said actual knowledge , 

Question — “If tins is so, then what would be the difference between the 
words of the man who knows little and the words of Buddha, the Omniscient?” 
Answer —‘The difference would lie, etc etc ’-(3594-3595) 


The same idea is further clarified ; — 


TEXT (3596) 

What forms the source of the words {of Buddha) is the knowledge 

OF ALL THINGS, WHILE THE SOURCE OF THE WORDS OF THE 
OTHER PEHSON CONSISTS IN THE KNOWLEDGE OF 
ONLY A FEW THINGS — (3596) 


COMMENTARY 
'Asgo' — of the words of Buddha 

' Tasya' — of the words of tho man who knows only a part of things. — 
3590) 


Tho opponents uxgo the following objection, — 
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TEXT (3597) 

“There being no Conceptual Content in His case,— now could 

THERE BE ANT DESIRE IN HIM to spml * INASMUCH AS He HAS 

RENOUNCED AH AOTITITT, THERE CAN BE NO CONCEPTUAL 

Content foe Hde”— (3597) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be no ‘desire to speak' on the part of a person m whom no 
Conceptual Content is possible, because the said desire is only a form of 
Conceptual Content, The Desire thus being invariably concomitant with 
‘Conceptual Content’, how could it exist m the absence of this latter I 
Oertalnly when the ‘tree’ is absent, the 'Shmshapa' cannot be there For 
the Omniscient Person, any Conceptual Content is impossible, because all 
obstacles m the shape of the Afflictions, etc have disappeared, and Conceptual 
Content is, by its nature, wrong, mistaken Consequently if He had the 
Conceptual Content, the Omniscient Person would have to be regarded as 
‘mistaken’.— (31597) 

The Author answers this objection in the following — 


TEXT (3598) 

It oannot be so, because, as regards the Conception that is 
beset with Afflictions, no such is possible in His case, as 
all ’obscuration’ has disappeared prom Him While that 
Conception which is favourable to the worlds 

WELFARE AND HENOE ’HEALTH* ’,-WHO WOULD 
PREVENT THAT’ — (3598) 


COMMENTARY 
conceptual Content is of two 

totroubles.andhence'besetwithAfflicm , ^ qnaUtle ,, nn a hence 

to the appearance oE iT’teot with Afflictions’ can noser he 

‘Healthy’ -Of these *J*J*j£ u obsourotlons ,n the shape of the 
present m persona who hme got rid ^ there> wlulo that which 

Afflictions,— because the cause ^ ^ who lws p0 ( rid of the 

is ‘Healthy’, that is not Contwn t does appear, through 

obscurations , hence it this heo P ourablo to the welfare of 

the mercy of the one object to its » ’ 

the world and hence healthy , 

— (35S8) . 

The following might be d"* thing 

Content, by its nature, appears m the form 
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as benefice, when it is not beneficial , — and hence it is wrong, mistaken; 
consequently any appearance of it would he incompatible with the character 
of the man who has got nd of his obscurations” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3599-3600). 

As A MATTER OP PACT, He DOES NOT RECOGNISE THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT 
AS BENEFICIAL (USEFUL), He KNOWS IT TO BE BASELESS; He IS 

like the Magic-Performer. The Magic-Performer KNOWS 

THAT THE IDEA THAT HE HAS PHODUOED ENVISAGING THE 

real Horse is really without an objective basis; 

AND HENCE HE HIMSELF DOES NOT BECOME 
MISTAKEN OR MISLED BY IT — (3599-3600) 

COMMENTARY. 

If He had apprehended the Conceptual Content, which is devoid of 
objective basis, as having an objective baas, then alone He would be regarded 
as mistaken. As a matter of fact, however, He is like the magic-performer, 
and regards the Conceptual Content only m the form of the conception itself; 
how then can He be regarded as ‘ mistaken’ t— (3 599-3600) 


It has been argued, under Text 3243, that — “such assertions sound well 
only when addressed to people imbued with faith , — we, however, are wanting 
in that faith, and hence ask for reasons' 1 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3601). 

When the Brahmana (opponent) has asserted — that “such asser- 
tions SOUND WELL ONLY WHEN ADDRESSED TO PEOPLE IMBUED 

WITH faith”, — he has not said anything relevant 

TO THE SUBJECT UNDER CONSIDERATION — (3601) 
COMMENTARY 


Qncsiion , “Why J What is the subject under consideration , — to which 
our remark is not relevant ? " 

Answer — 
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TESTS (3602-3605). 

The subject under consideration was the statement that "the 
Omniscient Person, being excluded from ail things, could 

NOT BE ABLE TO IMPART TEACHINGS” — To THIS, THE WISE MEN 
MADE THE ANSWER — ‘If H® HAD NO POWER TO IMPART TEACHINGS, 
WHAT WOULD HAPPEN * ’ — TEE PROPER REJOINDER FOR YOU SHOULD 
HAVE BEEN THAT — “iN THAT CASE THERE WOULD BE NO RELIABLE 

Scripture” — What you have asserted is — "It may be so, but 

HAVE YOU SEEN HlM ACTUALLY SPEAKING ? ” — Now IF, IN THIS, YOU 

are urging a Reducho ad Absurdum against us, then it should 

ONLY MEAN AS FOLLOWS — “iF HlS SPEAKERSHIP IS NOT ADMITTED, 

then there could be no getting at the Scripture, hence ip 
the Scripture composed by Him is admitted. His spealershp 
also will have to be admitted ” — (3602—3605) 


COM3 05 NTARY 

The Author thinks that the Opponent will say that^-“what I have 
, , a Sedvctio ad Absurdum, and not an independent argument 

*e p— 3 > >-* -»"* 40 “ 2 

^ , , nreed is a Eeductw ad Absurdum, with the uords 

what the Opponenthas urged .^aN „ that _«Bemg 

u the Perso^uld not have the capacity to teach”, 

excluded from all tlungs, asked— He may not have the capacity 

in connection with this, ,^ Bemg thu5 what the Opponent 

to teach, wliat is the harm < Th proper rejoinder for you should have 

would say, the Author himself Sc „ plure ’ —The answer to this 

been that tn that case there mouldy be > wh8t 1S the incongruity 

rejomder ,s— There may be n by which there would be mcom- 

in that ? He has not questioned, you should have 

patibihty watb a perceived fact Bwg hav]ng my8el! seen that the 

said — “I am not proving **“ «*°* P y0UK0 lf regard your Scripture 
Scripture had been composed ,£ you do not admit His speaker- 

as composed by Him, and i f the g onp ture having 

ship, hence when you *»” -*» * «* 

been composed by Him, jw to the Buddhist by means of fho 

undesirable contingency tot 

Keductto ad Absurdum -(3602-3605) 

Having thus 
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TESTS (3606-3610). 

If that is so, then, the Principle accepted by all Relationausts 
is that a Eedudw ad Absurdum (in this case) can be ceded only 

ON THE BASIS OF A CHAKACTEK THAT IS ACCEPTED ON MERE FAITH, 
IF IT WERE BASED UPON WELL-KNOWN REASONS, THERE WOULD BE 
INDEPENDENT (DIRECT) ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT AS A MATTER OF 

fact, the Scripture that is postulated by the other pasty 
(the Buddhist) as composed by the Omniscient Person, is as 

THUS DESCRIBED — ‘WITHOUT ANY APPURTENANCES, THE TEACHINGS 

of that Person proceed freely even from the walls, — as if 
they were coming out of the Chmtamam gem — Thus then it 
is purely through supervision that He is regarded as the 
‘composer’ of the Teachings, henoe His speakership need 

NOT BE ASSOCIATED WITH ANY CONCEPTUAL CONTENT — THUS 
THEN, WHEN YOU ASSERT THAT — “WE ARE WANTING IN THAT FAITH 
AND BENCE ASK. FOR REASONS” — YOU DO SO WITHOUT KNOWING 

what is meant by Roducho ad Absurdum — (3606-3610) 
COMMENTARY. 

That character -which tho other party admits on the basis of the Scnptnro 
alone,— that alone should be urged in the lied}! Clio ad Absurdum, — such is tho 
well-recogmscd principle Now, if the other party (Buddhist) had held the 
fact of the Scripture being composed by the Person on the ground of His 
speakership, — then there could ho some point in -urging that — "if Ho is not 
the speaker, then the Scripture could not have been composed by Him”. 
As a matter of fact, however, when Buddha is regarded as tho composer 
(Author) of tho Scripture, it is only ns a Supervisor, an over-lord,- — 
not as tho actual speaker. — Consequently, the argument that you have urged 
in the form of the Rcductio ad Absurdum, — that "if He is the composer of 
the Scripture, He must bo tho speaker”, — is one that has been urged by you 
without knowing what is meant by ‘Reduclio ad Absurdum ’ — (3606-3810) 

It has been argued, under Text 324ft, that— "Teachings issuing from 
" allK couId no*- he accepted as taught by a Reliable Person ’ 

Tho answor to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3611) 

Will SHOULD WORDS ISSUING FROM THE WALLS 11 of BE ACCEPTED AS 
TAUGHT BY A. RELIABLE PERSON, — WHEN THEY ARE PROMPTED 

by His over-lord smp i — (3611) 

COMMENTARY 

if tho teachings had not been prompted by tho ovor-lordsliip of tho 
mnwcient Person, then they might not bo accepted ns those of a Rohablo 
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Psraon When, however, it has been admitted that they do proceed under 
His supervision, then why should not they be regarded as taught bv Him ? 
—(3611) ' 

It has been argued, under the same Text 3244, that— "there would be 
no confidence m these Teachings” 

The answer to this is as follows. — 


TEXTS (3612-3619) 

Being devoid of teachings of mixed okaracteb and those of 
slaughter and such other evil things,— how coded these teach- 

INGS BE THE WOBK OF SFOBTIVE GOBLINS AND OTHERS 1 In THEM, 
THERE IS NO TEACHING OF MIXED CHARACTER, NOE OF SLAUGHTER 
AND OTHER EVTL THINGS, WHICH ALONE COULD BE THE WORK OF 
SPORTIVE GOBLINS AND OTHERS — ALL THAT LIES WITHIN THE 
PURVIEW OF THE TWO MEANS OR FORMS OF RIGHT COGNITION IS IN 
STKIQT ACCORD W I TH THESE , AND NOTHING OF THE SLIGHTEST THING 
CONTRARY TO THEM IS VODOHED FOR BY THE TWO MEANS OF COGNI- 
TION Even in regaed to absoldtely sdpebsensdods things, the 
said Teaching is not anndllep by anything past or future , it 

PROMPTS THE MANIFESTATIONS OF SUOH QUALITIES AS COMPASSION 
AND THE LIKE, IT IS ENDOWED WITH ALL FORMS, EXPOUNDS RIGHT 
BEHAVIOUR, IT IS CONDUCIVE TO VARIOUS FORMS OF WELFARE HERE 
AND ELSEWHERE, IT TEACHES THE ANTIDOTE TO ALL KINDS OF 

Love, Hatred and the rest, it opens the gate to the City of 
Ntrvdna -Is such Teaching could be the WOB f or 
persons or demons, then these same may de 
Beings’, as fulfilling ail the conditions of W**" 
Merely by giving a wnaam name « , a ^ 

does not become altered In fact, - , 0 

‘UNCULTURED’, -HE HIMSFLF WOULD BE SUBIZCT 

derision or all good people -( 3612 - 3619 ) 

COMMENTARY 

If there wore teaching of wmdd bTfo^ the verb *1 

things as to be done, —then , ^ come w) th.n the range of l**' 1 

playful goblins and such persons, it m g _ mottcr „{ {act, hones er, 

bihty to think oi it as the work J_ not mcom pat.Wc with any 

the words of the Blessed Lord are ' “ S eU-contrad.ctions,-fie for noble 
forms of right cognition, -kee kora nn ” oHlcr q «nUW'r~^^ e 
people,— prompting men to Compassion „ thl5 baa been f««J 

fe the attamment of Heaven andBma^ibem ^ o{ pUjM goblins! 
i a Wain™ —How could aucli teaemng but mere nnm 
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mg does not deprive the thing of its nature On the contrary, yon yourself, 
by behaving like an uncultured person towards the highly cultured Blessed 
Lord, would be open to the derision of good men 

Such m brief is what is meant by the Text as a whole The meaning 
of the words is as follows — 1 Teachings of mixed character’ — eg, those of 
amgmg, etc, — 'slaughter' — lulling of animals, — ‘evil things' — like sensuality, 
dishonesty and the like — ‘In accord with the two means or forms of right 
cognition' , — the two means are Perception and Inference; 'accordance with 
these ’ — is saying nothing contrary to these; — 'matam' — found to be; — ‘in 
all matters contained therein' — matters within the purview of the two Means 
of Eight Cognition, — it is m strict accord with these latter, such is the con- 
struction of the sentence. — 'Right behaviour' — which is excellent, m the be- 
ginning, middle and end; such as Continence and the Uke — ‘Sarvanusha- 
yasandoha' — the entire mass of perception, thoughts and 'Afflictions’ — 
'Fulfilling all the conditions' — Having all the characteristics of the ‘enlightened 
Person’ — This has been thus described — ‘When all that had to be known 
becomes known, all that had to be reflected upon has become reflected upon, 
all that had to be abandoned has become abandoned, — then the Person is said 
to have become Buddha, Enlightened'. — (3612-3619) 

On the contrary, it is the Veda that ib liable to be regarded as the work 
of playful goblins, — in as much herein we find the teaching of incest and 
other improper acts m connection with the Oosava and other sacrifices. — This 
ib what is pointed out in the following — 


TEXTS (3620-3621). 

Tn FACT, IT 13 IN THE CASE OF WORDS THAT ABE MASKED BY THE MENTION 
OF SEXUALITY, DISHONEST BEHAVIOUR, ANIMAL-SLAUGHTER AND SO 

FORTH, AND WHICH SPEAK OF MANY BABBABOUS ACTS, 

THAT THERE IS BOOM FOR SUSPICION REGARDING THEIR BEING 
THE WORK OF ROGUES, DEMONS AND THE LIKE SUCH 
WORDS ARE LIKELY TO PROCEED ONLY PROM 
PERSONS WHO ARE ADDICTED TO SUCH 

PRACTICES.— (3620-3621 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Bhujanga '— re Rogue —(3620.3621) 


It lias been argued, under Text 3249, that— ‘‘One and tho same cognition 
as noser been found to apprehend such mutually contradictory things as 
tno pure and the impure and so on” 

Tho answer to this is os follows-— 
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TEXT (3622). 

The simultaneous apprehension bp one and the same cognition 

OP MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY THINGS,— LIKE THE PURE AND THE 
IMPURE AND SO NORTH, — HAS ACTUALLY BEEN POUND 

Because they are not incompatible with 

Cognition — (3622) 

COMMENTARY 

Even though there are some things that are mutually incompatible, yet, 
they are quite compatible with the Cognition, as is clear from the fact that 
several mutually incompatible things are actually perceived at one and the 
same time. — (3622) 

The same idea is further clarified — 


TEXTS (3623-3624) 

In the case op things that are mutually exclusive by their nature, 

OR IN THOSE THAT CAN NEVER COEXIST,— THERE MAY BE incom- 
patibility, BUT THERE is no incompatibility W BOTH figuring 
IN THE ONE AND THE SAME COGNITION, BECAUSE THERE 
IS PERCEPTION THROUGH THE BYE OP SUCH 
CONTRARIES AS (o) THE PURE AND THE 
IMPURE THINGS, (6) THE SERPENT 
AND THE PEACOOK AND SO 
forth -(3623-3624) 


COMMENTARY 

ond (2) n, Tho f ^ .,„ ln are .wB-wraiW** 
unification is clearly incompatible, thosg ^ ^ wmo cogn ition, things 
coexistence is incompatible Bu y | ther0 is no incompatibility 

do not become either unified or „ actaa lly seen that even 

m their figurmg m the same cognition { „ msta nce, the Pure and 

incompatible things figure m the sam ^ & tbe Serpent and the 

the Impiie things, which are ■»**£«*£ ^a, through the Eye 
Peacock, which can never includes such pair of opposites as 

at one and the same time - * 
r MU and Shade and the rest -(3623-^4) 

says the Opponent-* 

The answer to tma iE 
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TEXT (3625) 

That there is no simultaneous cognition in tee case of Pleasure 
ahd Pain, that should be understood to be due to the 

REQUISITE CAUSE BEING ABSENT. THERE IS NOTHING 
INCOMPATIBLE IN IT. — (3625) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Should be understood — Teat Pleasure and Pam are not cognised at 
one and the same time is due to the faet that they do not appear at one 
and the same time, on account of the causes of both not being present, — not 
on account of any incompatibility — This is what should be understood to he 
the case — What is meant is that the cause of the non-cogmtion of both 
lies in the absence of their causes, not in their mutual incompatibility. — (3625) 
In the case of those things also where the Incompatibility is real, — 
and not merely conceptual, as in the case of Pure and Impure, — there is 
figuring in the same cognition — This is what is shown m the following — 

TEXT (3626). 

The various colours, — Blue, Yellow. White, etc — though 

MUTUALLY INCOMPATIBLE, ON ACCOUNT OF THE DIFFERENCES 
OF PLACE, ORIGIN, ETC — ARE ACTUALLY SEEN AT ONE 
AND THE SAME TIME — (3626) 

COMMENTARY. 

The construction is — ‘incompatible, on account of the differences of place, 
orgin , etc.’ — ‘Difference of place' consists m both not occupying the same 
point m space, — ‘difference of or.gir. or nature' — ‘nature’ in the shape of the 
Blue, etc and ‘origin’ in the shape of the blue components — (3626) 

It has been argued under Text 3250, — “Who can apprehend oach one 
of the endless things, past, present and future, — even in hundreds of years !” 
The answer to tins is as follows — 

TEXT (3627) 

The Omniscient Person whose existence we have established is 

ONE WHO COMPREHENDS WITHIN A SINGLE COGNITIVE MOMENT THE 
ENTIRE ROUND OF ALL THAT IS TO BE KNOWN, IT IS FOR THIS 
RFASON THAT NO succession 13 ADMITTED IN THIS CASE 

—(3627) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this connection some people belonging to our own partj, while sup- 
porting the opinion of the Idealist, argue as follows. — If the ontiro round of 
cogtusab’o things is embraced within n “ingle cogiutn o moment, then that 
would imply a limit on the number and extent of things, and this would 
militate against the accepted idea thnt the number and extent of things 
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n,s^ «*. *. wto of 

■p sss: r:;rr,:f r* 

<)m( things are only so many, tliov cannot bo n 'a/ ’ ^ the l<fea bwng 

~ v '«^ <•«> «, man J; iteZonJ" ,: t oy beeoae hmiM> 

(limgi would 1)0 open to tho same nh r ^ , S,m,<Uanmue cognition of all 

><W of fW 'u'SJltZn. 3 n tHt h “ be ° n ” gad aga ‘™ t «» 

■> h!h„* “ T ,“r:r - - - 

< M wrtwiv thmgs tiro apprehended by a single cognition does not deprive 
t (lungs of their own nature or character, whereby, by reason of tLg 
ipprohended bj n wnglo coput. on, they would renounce then- endlesf 
rbnmcter. Vi ben various things, hko the Blue, the Yellow- and so forth. 
Appearing m « single picture, bocome apprehended by a emgle cognition’ 
—the} do not cease to bo many, nor do they become merged into one another,’ 
in fact, thev tire apprehended by the cognition exactly as they are,— not m 
any other form In the same maimer, tho World which has existence is 

apprehended bv the cognition of the Omniscient Person exactly as it exist# 

As n matter of fact, there is no ond to tho extent of the worldly region m 
nm direction; hence it is apprehended as limitless, — not as limited How 
then could it ho regarded ns having an ond J 

It might bo urged (hot — “If tho apprehension pf the entire world is 
admitted, then, how could there bo no apprehension of the limits ?“ 

It is not so, wo reply. Where is there any such universal Proposition 
that ‘wherever there is apprehension of (he entirety of things, there must 
bo apprehension of the limits also’? As a matter of fact, of all the things 
that exist, there is not ono which lias existence and has its form unappre- 
hcndetl by tho cognition of tho Omniscient Person, in fact all things 
npponr and disappear only ns having their forms apprehended by the con- 
sciousness of tho Omniscient Person, not a single thing is left out This is 


what is meant by His apprehending ‘all tlungs in their entirety’ This also 
is what is meant bi all things being ‘embraced m a single cognition', other- 
wise, tho fact of all things being spoken of as ‘all’ may also be not admitted, — 
in order to avoid their having limits So there is nothing in this 

It has boon argued that — “on account of the thmgs being all included 
under a smglo cognition, there would follow the corollary that there is nothing 
apart from all tlioso, how then would it be denied that the said things have 
their limit?” 

This also is not right Under the view of people who regard Cognition 
as formless, there can be no actual ’inclusion’ of tlungs within the Cognition, 
all that happens is that they become indicated by the Cognition merely as 
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existing — Nor has the ‘endlessness’ o{ things been accepted on the ground of 
their not being comprehended under Cognition, by virtue of which, if they 
became apprehended, they would come to have limits All that has been 
held is that the extension of space being Utilities'; the Region ‘containing’ 
the things is ‘limitless’, ‘endless’, as the Region of pure ‘Existence’ is 
‘endless’, also because there can be no limits to the enumeration (of things). 
Nor is there any incompatibility between ‘being apprehended’ and the ‘absence 
of limits’ for the filling up of space. — on account of which ‘incompatibility’, 
things would have to be regarded as ‘not apprehended’ — If it is asked — 
"If He does not comprehend all things within His Cognition, how can 
He be omniscient » ”, — the answ er is that, it w ould be so, for that very reason; 
that is, it is just because He does not apprehend things as limited that He 
becomes omniscient , otherwise, if He had apprehended the limitless things as 
limited, He would be clearly mistaken Because one is called “omniscient’ 
only when He apprehends existing things as «ct stent, and non-exmting things 
as non-existent , — and to the Region of existence, there is no limit at all 
Hence if one apprehends as non-existent, the limit, which does not exist in 
the form of movement , — and if he apprehends as existent, the Limit, which 
does exist m the form of being cognised by the Omniscient Person, — why 
should He he regarded as ‘Not-Ommscient’ 1 

The following might he urged — “Under the new that Cognition is 
formless, there can be no apprehension of objects, because such Cognition 
would he indistinguishable Consequently, no differentiation of particular 
things and functions being possible, —this view of Cognition being formless 
should not be put fora ardr at all , as it would be always open to objection’ ’ 


This is not right In regard to the Cognition of the Omniscient Person, 
no differentiation of things and their functions is admitted, because the 
said Cognition envisages all things, because the idea is that the said Cognition 
(of the Omniscient Person) envisages, not the Blue only, nor the yellow only, 
but all things In the case of men with limited powers of vision, their Cogni- 
tion envisages only particular things; hence as in his case,— -under the new 
that ‘Cognitions are formless all things would stand on the same footing, 
the impossibility of well-known distinctions is declared to be open to objection. 
Because, as there could be no such distinction as ‘ this is the Cognition of Blue’, 
‘that IS the Cognition of Yellow ' — even common people would be equally 
omniscient; this is what is urged against this new, as regards the Omniscient 
I orson himself, such non-distinction would be only right, henco how could 
the said contingency bo urged ns an undesirable one ?— Thus in the state of 
Ommscionco, it is only nght and proper that the Cognition should be formless 
find brought about by tho pov ers of mysticism 

156 tw S ucd '-hat— “ In that case things couia not be distinguished 
as (X) those to be acquired, and (2) those to be abandonod”. 

Not so, we reply. If m the event of the limitless number of things 
appoarmg m consciousness at one and the same tnne.-thero were mcom- 
patibiut} mth tho things being cognised as (1) to be acquired and (2) to bo 
abandoned, -and ,£ there u ere no such incompatibility with other tilings, and 
■ere were some loss of character on the part of the things to be acquired and 
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(liingK to bo abandoned as they appear in consciousness, — or even thi 
last character woro not distinguished, — , or even when they appeared m 
consciousness, if thero came about no ordinary Cognition envisaging them, — 
Dion, under these contingencies, there might be room for asserting what 
has boon ni^ericd As a matter of fact, hones or, when the entire world 
appeal's m consciousness, oven tho thing to ho acquired and to he abandoned 
appear m consciousness sutliout any incongruity, and without losing any 
of tlioir essential character; and subsequently, it all becomes apprehended by 
Dio pmo oi dinar} Cognition brought about by the force of the Cognition of 
(lie Omniscient Person. Why then, can thore be no Cognition of Dungs as 
distinguished from ono another 7 

Thus it 1ms boon proved thnt there is no room for tho objection as against 
tho now that Cognitions are formless 

If then, tho objection is meant to bo urged against the new that 
Cognitions have forms,— thou, also there is no such meompatibihty as 
has been urged Because ns tho limit-loss things, manifesting themselves m 
endless forms, como into existence, — so also does the Consciousness of the 
Omniscient Person, which appears os envisaging the forms of all those limit- 
less things , and thoro is no incongruity m this , as there is nothrng incompatible 
in a single Cognition envisaging tho forms of set oral things (> 

“Certainly, if what is one envisages many forma,—' there is mcongrnity . 
Hot so: because the forms are unreal If the one thing had several rea 
forms, then thero would bo incompatibility between the one and the many 
/Vs o matter of fact, however, the view that is held is that the many forms 
do not roally belong to the one thing ,, 

H.. rr «. 

then, how can Ho be said to lie mistaken ^ Cognition,— and yet He 

“When all things are embrace tn B be ragarded 

treats them differently, as •seen’ and the rest, 

as not-mislalcnT' conusant of tho right means, 

There is no force in this; W * ht ^ eBns o{ apprehending the 
Ho could be -mslaUn, if he -Jm means In fact however, 

thing, and apprehended it by — ‘"L, ^ JS n0 « of 
according to t to view ^ Cogmtio ^ fcrm of its Oogmtoon, 

-“i 'z:,r » rzt: 

»•> —> * ■ ■ -S» *r it 

forms they become recognised > 
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appears later on. And so far as the Consciousness of the Omniscient Person 
is concerned- t hing s do not enter into it as appearing in a limited number of 
diverse forms, hut everything that happens to he existent enters into it. 
Because the capacity of the Person is such that in becoming the substratum 
oi the Cognition of all things, it is not trammelled in any way; specially as 
mental Cognition envisages all things. Thus then, there being no incongruity 
in the Consciousness of the Omniscient Person apprehending the forms of 
limitless things. — end any ordinary cognition that comes later on cannot 
apprehend things to the farthest limit, — how could there be any Cognition 
sach as 'so many are the things’ ! And it would be only if such a Cognition 
were there, that there could be a limit or end to the number of things. 

If. again, the representative Cognition appears in the form that ‘there 
is nothing beyond what has actually appeared m consciousness’, — even so, 
it would nor be possible for the things to be so limited Because if all that 
appeared in the non-coneeptual Consciousness of the Omniscient Person 
rppearad es limited in extent, — then the representative Cognition following 
upon that might apprehend the things as so limited [Bead ‘anlarattmm’ for 
‘cr.artalmm']. and this Cognition would deprive the things of their limitless- 
ress. As a matter of fact, however, what appears in the Consciousness of 
the Omniscient Person eppears actually as trithmit'lemit,--hec ause the capacity 
of the Omniscient Person has no limitations; consequently anything else 
that appears in consciousness must he limited-, and it is only this that is appre- 
hended by the representative Cognition; so that you have more clearly than 
evereetsb’ished the hnitksenees of things. Hence there is no force in what 
res oeen urged. 


t S °T Pe , apk Wh ° h ° !d the ti3t tbr ’ »t«>re Consciousness 


o JSTt St f° b0ld tb&t tbm 8re become 

*» said above -SvS ^7 7 7 ^ 

xms is vrt&t is shown in the following 


STS5, Is «*; 

ra>'GS etthes srvtct,xvsvoTTSTv „ Evn " ^ Ks °’-s 
He wishes- am, SFCCESSIOK, JEST AS 

. He becomes the Loed.— (3628-3629) 

COMMENTARY. 

£ 0?twT 15 "° mc0ngruity evea under 
53 &ullon 01 things is successive • 
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TEXTS (3830-3631) 


0«, 1ft mows Ja, teat is aowaa, „ „ 

” “»» ® Hie sm™ ^2^1 Z “* ' 1 ' 0 " 

ta » ”» "=*» » ™ 
FBIEND, OF A HUNDRED YEARS * — (3630-3631) 
COMMENTARY 

By means of Sixteen Cognitions 1 i © m- , 

Uons’: There are mgfc ‘Forg,vene e3 esV- m the TtTp ^ ‘ C ° SD1 ' 
Pam, Dkarrrn, Knowledge and so forth P f th I orglVonBSS of 

in the shape of the cognition of Pam, Dhama, CSlCrj 
fold? declaration thaWThe Truth fs d.v,d 0 d Lean- 

'rT “ 7* 1n ° nlCnt '-~ The of time is called ‘Kata' 

120 Katas make one iCpana; 60 Kaunas make one Lava. * 

My friend * — is a form of address. 

l Abda *—. is year.— (3630-3631) 


It has been argued under Text 3251, that— “Even if the Person by 
his own undi versified nature, apprehends all things, he cannot apprehend the 
specific individualities of all things 
The answer to this is as follows, — 


TEXT (3632). 

The Person who apprehends all things in their own undiyershted 
FORM, KNOWS THE VERY FORMS OF ALE THINGS —(3632) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says the Opponent — “In the scriptures it is said that the Cognition of 
the Mystics, free from all impurities, appertains to Universale only,— not 
to Specific Individualities, how do you sav that the Consciousness of the 
mystics, which envisages Universale, apprehends the very forms of all 
things!” 

Tile answer to this is as follows — 
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TEXTS (3633-3634) 

It is the ‘Specific Individuality’ itself, as differentiated from 

HETEROGENEOUS AND NON -MOMENTARY THINGS, WHICH IS SPOKEN 

OF HERE AS ‘ UNIVERSAL ’, ON THE GROUND OF ITS LEADING 

to Calmness and Dispassion. — The Cognition that 

APPREHENDS THIS AND IS BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE 

force of Medication, and appears only in 
great Mystics, envisages the Specific 
Individuality itself — (3633-3634) 

COMMENTARY. 

That same ‘Specific Individuality’, which, differentiated from thmgb of 
other lands, becomes the basis of tlie notion of ‘Uniformity’, and is then called 
the ' Universal’ Hence the consciousness of the Mystic which apprehends 
it and which becomes clearly manifested by the force of his Meditation, 
envisages the Specific Individuality itself , hence there is nothing incongruous 
in the same Cognition apprehending the Universal as well as the Specific 
Individuality 

It has been argued under Text 3253, that— “the said uniform cognition 
" ould bo either true or false , if it is true, it goes against perceptible facts, as it 
makes all things one” 

All this also has been answered by what has been just explained, because 
what the myBtic consciousness apprehends is the Specific Individuality.— 


If what is meant by Mystic Consciousness envisaging Specific 
Individuality is that it apprehends that Universal which we have 
declared to bo ‘illusory’, not capable of being described as that or not- 
ihat, and which other philosophers have regarded as real , — then the said 
idea cannot be accepted 

This is what the Author points out m the following 


TEXT (3635) 

HAT lb APPREHENDED BY THE MYSTIC CONSCIOUSNESS IS NOT THAT 
UNIVERSAL WHICH IS INCAPABLE OF BEING SPOKEN OF 
as that’ or ‘not-that’ AND SO FORTH, AND 
WHICH OTHER PEOPLE HAVE REGARDED 
as real’. — (3635) 

COMMENTARY 

(3 J:* nd f0J ' 0rth ' *’ raetmt to ™ludo ‘eternal’ or ‘non-eternal’, etc etc- 
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Question — “Why cannot thera be apprehension of that Universal *” 
Answer — 

TEXT (3636) 

The Consciousness op the Mystic is ebee erom Conceptual Content 

AND IS NOT ERRONEOUS, AND IF IT APPREHENDED THE SAID 

Universal, it would be something beset with 
Conceptual Content and Error — (3636) 


COMMENTARY 


The Mystic Consciousness has been held to be valid Perception, because it 
is free from Conceptual Content and is not erroneous If however, it envisaged 
the Universal as described above, then it would apprehend an lllusorv 
thing and thus become beset with Conceptual Content, and as appie 
hending the unreal thing m the shape of the Universal as assumed by other 
people, it would become beset with Error also 

Or both being taken os referring to both, there ore two objectionable 

features — (3636) 


It has been shown that the Cognition in question, as apprehending 
an unreal and purely fanciful thing, becomes beset with Conceptual Content 
and Error It is next shown m another way, that it becomes beset with 
Error for the following reason also — 


TEXT (3637). 

■Rpoause it has been already explained that the Universal 
“oh consists ok the Conceptual Content and is 
incapable op being spoken of, and is in the 
form of permanent contiguity,— is 
formless (featureless) —(3637) 


COMMENTARY 
Xt has just been said that 

spoken of-that is, the .Universal because' 

or ‘not-this forms the — 3. the section on 'A***’. 

inasmuch as-th.s has been ^aWy ^ ^ CmMpml Content ,- 

'therefore the said Con „ 0 ne before (in tho preceding 

-irsst r.:r~ 

'XZTJZ, - — ■ b “* 



examination or the ‘person op super-normal vision’. 1577 

As regards the Universal postulated by other people, m the form perpetual 
cont>gMty,—tba\' also has been shown, under the chapter on ‘the Universal’, 
as being entirely feature-less, characterless So that if the Apprehension 
envisages this Universal it becomes all the more clearly ‘ beset with Conceptual 
Content and Error’ — (3637) 

It has been argued under Tart 3256, that — “If the Omniscient. Person 
is held to he that Person who knows all things and their causes through a 
single abnormal Cognition, — then there can be no Means of Cognition to 
vouch for His existence, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (3!13S.3639) 

That Person is certainly called ‘Omniscient’ -who snows all 

THOMS ALONG WITH THEIR CAUSES, THROUGH A SINGLF ABNORMAL 

Cognition brought about by Communion The existence 
of such a Person has been already established before, 
by means op Inference Thus there is a distinct 
Means of Cognition vouching for His ex- 
istence Hence it follows that such a 
one really exists —(3638-3639) 


COMMENTARY 


«<». 




“wrr 

the Teaching He mT Wheh m naan 

’ HAS THE REQUISITE CAPACITY 
ALSO —(3640) 


This is easily understood — (3640) 
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TEXTS (3641-3644) 

That Person wo has propounded this Tsaching-which is sure 
and wherein the Dharma on 'No-Soul’ has been reiterated - 

AND WCH HAS BEEN SUPPORTED BY THE WHOLE OP THIS WORK 
AND NOT TRAVERSED BY ANY FORM OK MEANS OP VALID COGNITION 
—WHICH IS NOT KNOW TO WORLDLY MEN,— WHICH IS BEYOND THE 

ken op Keshuia and others,— which is highly borne ok the 

HEAD BY ALL WISE MEN, — WHICH DESTROYS THE ENTIRE HOST OP 
ENEMIES IN THE SHAPE OF EVILS, — AND IS THE CAUSE OP VARIOUS KINDS 

of Prosperity as also op the attainment op Nmana, — such a 
Person acquired special powers not common among men, 
which distinguishes Her prom all other men, and He alone 
rs Omniscient, — this is entirely vouched for by Means and 
Forms of Right Cognition — (3641-3 644) 


COMMENTARY 

' Samashastrena— by the whole ol this work, the Tattvasangmha 
‘Which is not known to worldly men ’ — i e the Teaching which envisages 
knowledge that is not easily attained by worldly men 

‘Beyond the ken of Keshava etc etc ’ — Though this uord is in the 
Maeouhne Gender, yet it qualifies the word 'Deshana' (Feminine) 

‘ Which destroys, etc etc ’ — The evils themselves are the enemies , — and 
thleir hosts are destroyed by it 

‘Is the cause of various kinds , etc etc ' — the word ‘Karana' is to bo 
construed with each of the two members of the compound —(I) It is tho 
cause of the various kinds of Prosperity, and also (2) it is flip csuso ol tho 
attainment of Nirvana — (3641-3644) 

It has been argued under Text 3261— "Thus, no omniscient Person o! 
any kind is conceivable, consequently no human assertion could bo tho means 
of providing the knowledge of Dharma ** 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (3645) 

Thus as it is quite conceivable that there is an Omniscient 
Person, human assertion can certainly be the means of 
providing the knowledge of Dharma — (3645) 

COMMENTARY 

•At Omniscient Person '- ie Buddha Himself alone, not KapOa, or 
anv one else, as already eatabhshed baf or e rdinR Cognition being 

ij:: h- 



EXAMINATION OP THE ‘PERSON OF SOPER-NORMAL VISION’ 1570 

Says the Opponent — “It has been asserted (bv Buddhists) that — 
‘Cognition never apprehends the external object, — either as manifested or ns 
unrnamfested or as envisaging something else’ But how can both views 
be free from objections 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXT (3646) 

Any discussion regarding formlessness and the rest is of no usf 
in regard to the Osiniscient Person. In fact, just as 
your Cognition appears in regard to a certain 

OBJECT, SO DOES THE OTHER (SUPERIOR) 

Cognition also — (3646) 

End of Chapter 

Tims ends the TATTVASANGBAHA by Shantaralsita 
COMMENTARY. 

The discussion that we carried on earlier, regarding the Cognition being 
formless, etc etc , from the Idealistic point of view, — can serve no useful 
purpose on the piesent occasion, ns against you Mimumsalns who are w eddcd 
to the External World, when wo are proving the existence of the Omniscient 
Person on the understanding (for the sake of argument) that the oxternal 
world exists 

Question — “Why*” 

Answer — 'In fact, etc etc ’ — You must assert that there is Cognition of 
the External object, — whether the Cognition be formless or with form, as 
otherwise the whole external world would disappear So that, just as thoro 
comes about your Cognition of a certain thing, — m the same manner w onld 
come about also the other — and the superior — Cognition of the Omniscient 
Person (which is to bo construed lioio) — So that the objection that has been 
urged has no force at all and should not havo been urged — (3646) 

This excellent and extensile, pure and lasting, (Teaching) that 
has been secured bv me, — may it become the abode of the magnificence 
of the unrivalled J ma , and with its effulgence may it delight the hearts 
of nil men > — -May thereby the w hole of mankind become like the Buddhist 
hamalashilci {or, mas all men attain the character of the Lotus ns 
blooming under tho rajs of tlio sun of the Great Teaching) 1 

End of the Commenfan/ 

by 

Kavinla ddln 


END 
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